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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Within the past decade in the United States the non~medical use 
of various illegal psyc;hotropic drugs has become inc:reasingly wide-
spread. With this point fairly well established it is important to go 
beyond the mere description of variables associated with non .. medical 
drug use, the notation of estimates pertaining to extent and types of 
drug use, and speculations concerning individual idiosynqracie s 
associated with non..,.medical drug use. In thi.s study a theoretical base 
is presented to explain the wide spread non..,.m(;!dic:al use of illegal drugs, 
particulady marijuana, in American society. Utilizing a value-norm 
conflict approac:h, various normative patterns asso<:;:iated with general 
societal values are to be delineated and explanative connections made 
between normative dis sensus in society and the use of marijuana. 
Review of L\terature 
Williams (1965 :417 .. 466) has noted that there exist certain 
dorninant value themes in American society: achievement, suc;cess, 
work and activity, moral orientation based upon the "Puritan Ethic", 
humanitarianism, effic~ency and practicality, progress, material 
comfort, equality, freedom, c;onformity 1 science and secular rational-
ism, nationalism 1 belief in democracy, and the practical usefulness of 
education. Correspondingly, Cuber and Harper {1951: 368) delineate 
1 
2. 
what they consider to be dominant American value themes: rnono-
gamous rnarril;tge, freedom., acquisitiveness, democracy, education, 
monothdstic reUgion, and rationality, These value delineations are 
similar to those compiled by Coleman (1941: 498). In this study, 
Coleman noted that the following value traits may be imputed to 
Amerioans in generali associational ac;tivity, belief and faith in 
democracy, equality, freedom of the individual, faith in local govern-
ment, practicality, prosperity, material well ... be~ng, puritan out~look, 
emphasis on religion, and uniformity and conformity, In a similar 
fashion, Biesanz and Biesanz (196S: 85-88) focused attention on 
dominant American value themes and their analysis resulted in the 
following list: democracy, freedom, equality for all, lc1,issex-faireism, 
scientific-:rational orientation, emphasis on technique, orientation to 
material not inner worth, mechanist~c view of the world, future 
orientation, moralistic o:i;-ientation, belief in material comfort, self-
indulgency1 and an emphasis on sentimentality and romance, 
In reviewing these listings of 11dominant 11 values or value themes 
in American society it appears that a discrepap.cy exists on three levels. 
First, what is a value? Are these writers clearly delineating values? 
Or, are they rather listing themes but not the underly~ng values? 
Second, in some ca~,es are these writers aJso not listing normative 
patterns associated with particular values? And third, are all of these 
values similar for all groups in American society? It is to these 
questions that attention is now focused, 
Williams (1965: 403) views values as the main c;omponents in the 
eventual selection of adequate means to the stipulated ends of human 
activity. In these terms then, a value is a standard of preferenee. 
Acq ording to Kluokhohn and St:rodtbeck ( 1961; 4) ~ the variability in the 
ways of life of a people is a :result of the definitions pertaining to the 
values of these people, Thus, in this sense, values are c0mplex 
principles which are definitively patterned, rank~ordered categories of 
the desirable. Add~ng further to the definiHonal characteristic 0f 
values, Kluckhohn ( 1961 : 17) ha:;, noted that, "A value is a selective 
orientation toward experienqe, implying deep c:0mmitment or repudia-
tion, whic.h inflµences the ordering of 1choices 1 between possible 
alternatives in action, 11 In this sense,then, a value is an abstract but 
lasting standard which transcends the immediate impulses of the 
moment, Along th<ilse same lines, Kolb (1961 :47) views values as 
standards used for selective purposes. Values are thus explicitly 
embodied in the sy:rnbol :;,ystem of individuals and are rec0gnizable 
whenever people are observed behaving according to standards 0f what 
they feel ought to be done ~ what they believe is right, moral, and 
decent, And, Kahl (1957: 185) notes that values are orientations which 
for the most part, 11 • , • combine aspects of ought (value) and aspects 
of is (existential beliefs about reality)," 
For the purposes of this study, a value, or the value system of 
individuals will be viewed as the varied preferences and rejections 
ari,sing from the sodal recognition of alternatives, The agrei:ld upon 
values are thus the shared conceptions of the desirable, and a.re to be 
recognized as attached to virtually every object, event, relationship, 
and experience of which people are aware, In these terms, a value is 
a relatively general statement concerning standards of preference. 
On the other hand, norms are more specific than values in that 
they specify regulatory principles pertaining to values. It is 
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· important to note however that normative orientations are valuatively 
determined. The folkways and mores are representative of the desired, 
and expected standards of behavior which have been valuatively denned, 
As the rules or regulations pertaining to social i;l.ction, they aid in 
governing human behavior in the innumerable social sUuations which 
are encountered. In essence, they are the cultural specifications or 
directives applicable to human action in terms of social expectations 
(Davis, 1966: 3-147), 
In focusing attention on American value definitions, Sebald ( 1968) 
notes that there exists a great deal of 'value discontinuity' which 
results in some form of conflict, whether H be between social classes 
or age-graded groups. Thus, 
It has been shown that whatever one may consider a 
truly Ameri\;an trait can be shown to have its equaHy 
characterisUc; opposite. Although dualism Ln value patterns 
can be observed in most present-day larger societies, 
American society appears to subject its members to more 
extreme contrasts than is normally the case. Americans 
are faced during their lifetimes with alternatives which 
frequently represent such polarities as harsh competition 
and kind cooperation, a virtual fanaticism for hard w0rk 
and a craving for leisure time, a pious-.reHgious orienta.., 
tion and generous free .. thinking, These dynamic;: polarities 
complicate role definitions, make the smooth flow of a 
uniformly patterned life cycle impossible, and disturb the 
individual with a number of value discont\nuities (p. 144). 
According to Turner (1954), there is thus a great deal of agree-
ment on the 'general' meaning of values in society, but not necessarily 
their I specific I meaning: 
• , th~He is generally greater agreement on values 
in society than on norms, but the spec;:i.fic behavior meaning 
of values is less well defined, Thus, there will be general 
agreement that health, beauty, "character'', and money are 
good things (positive values), but considerable confusion 
exists over what constitutes beauty and charac;ter and what 
particular re sponi,ibilitie s are imposed on the individual for 
the attainment of these positive values of health and money 
(p, 302). 
Thus, the values of a society are rather vague generalizations 
whose meanings are not explicitly clear in terms of their situational 
applicability. In addition, various groups in society have their own 
normative patterns which points to the varied range of behavior within 
5 
a society, Disparate and conflicting situations develop when individuals 
find it necessary to choose between courses of action which they 
anticipate will lead to desired consequences as valuatively defined by 
them. However, if these values are generalizations which are only 
implicitly clear, a discrepancy results between individuals with regard 
to the application of values to particular situations, Thus, the value 
orientations of individuals and groups may contradict each other 
logically or in their applicationi When a logical contradiction of values 
exists, conflict does not necessarily follow, However, when values 
are found to contradict one another in their application, conflict is more 
likely to result. Thus, individuals holding divergent values and norms 
view the accepted and applied value-norm patterns of other individuals 
negatively, in terms of the 'legitimacy' of the value-norm applications 
from their point of view (Turner, 1954: 301-308). 
In a similar fashion, Smelser (1962) views values as general 
statements of legitimate individual ends or goals guiding social action: 
Values state in general terms the desirable end states 
which act as a guide to human endeavor; they are so gen-
eral in their reference that they do not specify kinds of 
norms, kinds of organization, or kinds of facilUie s which 
are required to realize those ends (p. 25), 
On the other hand, norms, being more detailed than values, 
specify various regulatory principles which are applicable to certain 
6 
values if these values are to be realized. Thus, norms 11 •• , are the 
ways in which the common culture of a social system are integrated in 
the concrete action of its units in their interaction with each other 
( Sme 1 s er, l 9 6 2 : 2 7) , " 
As an example of this type of value ~conflict scheme, Kobrin 
( 1951 : 653-661) set out to examine the underlying factors contributing 
to high rates of delinquency within a high delinquency rate urban area. 
Analyzing various measu:i;-es of delinquency, Kobrin concluded that 
approximately two.thirds of all boys in these high rate areas could be 
regarded as delinquent. As an explanation of these high delinquency 
rates, Kobrin postulated that these geographical areas were character-
ized by a duality of value systems and resulting conduct norms. 
Focusing attention on what he termed conventional and criminal values 
and norms, he studied the integration of these orientations within 
specified geographical locales and postulated that individuals would be 
familiar with and simultaneously participate in both value systems, 
This simultaneous participation provided the individual with the oppor-
tunity of either playing or experiencing two or rnore roles associated 
with each of the two value syi,;tems, Coincident with the choice of one 
or the other system would be the individual I s development of intimate 
associations with others who also identified and accepted the specifie(!l 
value system, In addition, it was presumed that the type of delinquency 
found within a specified area was based upon the degree of integration 
and influence of the competing value system, Kobrin concluded that in 
those areas where value integration was high, adult violative activity 
was organized and delinquency occured within a framework of sociall.y 
controlled adult criminal activHy. On the other hand, where the 
integration between competing value systems was low, adult violative 
activity was relatively unorganized and delinqµency was oriented 
towards agressive acts, 
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Kobrin's analysis thus constituted a framework within which the 
conflict of value systems (i:rnd their degree of integration Within 
specified geographic;al locales) could be utilized as a basis for 
analyzing deltnquency. More important however is the theoretical 
implication of his research, Values, being general statements of the 
desirable, are not situationally definable and I or applicable, Thus, as 
general statements they are inadequate guides to accepted and approved 
social action, In this case, individuals, in identifying with and 
accepting certain values, situationally apply behavioral patterns which 
their intimate associates view as explicitly defining the interpretation 
of a stated value, 
This point, concerning value-norm conflict, can be illustrated 
with regard to t:he differences which e:,cist between youth and adult 
cultures in the United States. It is important to note, however, that in 
analyzing the characteristics which differentiate each group from the 
other, a separate and/or isolated existence is not implied. Rather, 
the value dennitions and corresponding normative patterns character-
istic of youth cultures are modifications of and adaptations to the value-
norm definitions and patterns of adult cultures (Smith, 1962 :1). 
Mead (1943a: 596), in her analysis of American society, noted 
that a discrepancy existed between adult and youth culture value-norm 
definitions and patterns, specU:l.cally with regard to the discrepancy 
between "ulti,mate values II and "immediate values". The former 
refer to those values, such as religion and politics, which are patterned 
by the dominant adult culture. On the other hand, the latte ;r refer to 
those values pertaining to a 'here~and-now' existence, characteristic 
of youth cultures. Mead ( l 970b) has extended this dichotomy in her 
more recent analysis of the generation gap which she posHs exists in 
the United States today. She postulates that a new cultural pattern is 
emerging in the United States, one in which role models for the young 
are their contemporaries, not their elders. Thus, the experiences of 
youth, in general, are different from those of adults, resulting in a 
communication, understanding, and toleranc:e gap between the two 
generations. Thus, all those born and bred before the second World 
War are viewed as immigrants in time who attempt to adapt to the 
unfamiliar as they bear remnants of the past with them. Adult value-
norm patterns related to the present are th1.+s bound to the past. On 
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the other hand, those born since the second World War live, experience, 
and understand the pre sent because they know nothing else. Therefore, 
the value-norm patterns of youth are different f:rom those of adults in 
that the attention of youth is on experienc;tng the 'here-and-now'. "In 
the past there were always some elders who knew more than any 
children in terms of theil;' experiences of having grown up within a 
cultural system, Today there are none (p. 78). 11 In this sense then, 
there do not exist adult role models who know more than youth with 
regard to what youth experience. Thus, cqnflict ensues between these 
age -graded strata in terms of their divergent value orientations and 
normative patterns related to definitions of current reality. 
Along these same lines, Berger (1969: 32~33~ 131.-136) has 
analyzed youth culture in Ame dean society ~n terms of youth's search 
for identity in the present. Basing his analysis on the pattern of 
9 
prolonged adolesc:;ence in the United State s 1 Berger postulates that 
youth develop traditions, motivations, satisfac:;Hons, dissatisfac;;tions? 
et cetera, which are modifications of the value ~norm patterns of adult 
culture. The contradictions inherent in the discrepancy between 'ideal' 
and 'actual' value-norm patterns, as exemplified in styles of life 
within the United States, thus creates an underlying tension in youth 
which enables them to discover 11hypocrisy 11 in adult value-norm 
patterns. Due to the ambiguous and marginal situation they find themq 
selves in, youth are sensitive to moral and value,-norm inc;onsistencies 
to which they are exposed. They are therefore available for moral 
causes related to these value -norm inconsistencies; in their search for 
meaning and identity they foc:;us attention on experiencing the present, 
not the future. Davis (1969: 376), also focusing attention on value 
contradictions within the United States, emphasizes.that the types of 
questions posed by youth and adults imply different time perspectives. 
Instead of foi;;using on what will be, youth ask, what is? Broadly, 
youth seek to invest present experience with a new cognitive status and 
importance; a lust to extract from the pre sent its full sensory and 
emotional potential. 
In these terms then, youth cultures coqsist of values, ideals, 
and norms which are associated with an age-graded system of meanings. 
Thus, the values and norms of both youth and adult cultures provide 
the membe:i;s of each with a distinctive conception of reality, a world 
view, and styles of life which are amenable to each (Schwartz and 
Merten, 1969: 325 .. 336), Growing up in two different worlds of 
experience, adults and youth become socioculturally separated 
(Moore, 1969: 32-35; c;f, Reisman, 1950; 49; Simmel, 1906: 441-497). 
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It is important to note, however, that while youth and adults may be 
socioculturalLy separated, the gap between them does not appear to be 
as great as is generally assumed, Several studies have shown that the 
values of youth are extremely similar to those e:x:pressed by adults, 
particularly their parents (d, Reiss, 1968: 26""32; Flacks, 1967: 
52-75; Lipset, 1968: 39-51), Although not basically differing from 
their parents with regard to value definitions, a gap does appear with 
regard to the situaHonal application of these values, The basic 
difference then between the generations appears to be related to the 
methods employed in actualizing stated values. Due to this disc rep-
ancy between the norm patterns of both generations, youth conformity 
tends to be oriented towa,rd peer groups rather than toward adult 
cultural patterns: 
The different norms distinguishing youth and adult 
cultures predisposes the members of eac;h to define and 
respond to the same institutions, sttuations, and individ-
ua\s in different ways. These different frames of 
reference serve to remove the members of each subcul-
ture from each other and to bloc::k lines of communication 
(Smith, 1962:35). 
This point may be further viewed in terms of defense mechanisms 
utilized against guilt feelings and illustrated with regard to the differ-
ences which exist between youth and aduLt cultures in the United States. 
In the former case, attention is primarily foc;used on learning 
processes involved in deviant actions as well as neutralization-
rationalization techniques utilized as mechanisms of defense against 
guilt feelings arising from engaging ln deviant actions, In the latter 
case attention is focused mainly on the illegal use of psychotropic drugs. 
Sutherland (1970: 74-75) explained human behavior, particularly 
crime, Ln terms of people's various associati,ons, He based his 
· 11 
explanation on the assumption that criminal acts occu.r when situations 
are appropriate for their execution, as defined by the individual. Basic 
to this assumption was Sutherland I s contention that an individual's past 
associations aided in the definition of current situations and the execu-
tion of subsequent behavior, Thus, situations are defined by individuals 
in terms of a person~situation complex based upon the inclinations and 
abilities acquired by the individual in interaction with significant others, 
As formulated by Sutherland ( 1970 : 7 5 ~ 76), the theory of 
"differential association" was stated Ln the following manner (under~ 
lining and interpretations my own): 
1, Criminal behavior is learned. Criminal behavior is, there ... 
fore, neither inherited nor invented by the individual. 
2. Criminal behavior is learned in interaction with other persons 
in ~process of communication, Sutherland allows here for "the com ... 
munication of gestures" as well as verbal commun:i.cation. He also 
implies that other persons engaged in the interaction process neep. not 
necessarily be criminals. 
3" ~ prindple l?,art. of the learning of criminal behavior 
occurs within intimate personal groul?.!!.• This implies that the mass 
media play a small, if not insignificant part, in the genesis of criminal 
behavior. 
4. When criminal behavior is learned, the learning inch1des 
(a) techniques of committing~ crime, ~hie~ are someHmes very 
complicated, some times very simple; (b) ili!:. ~ecific. direction of 
motl~, drives~ rationali,zatio~, and attitudes. 
5. Th~ spec:ific direction of motives ~pd drives is learned from 
definHions of the leg<;ll codes as favorable,£!,. unfavorable. In our 
12 
society, an individual is surroqnded by definitions not totally favorable 
to the law or totally unfavorable to the law, but a combination of both 
definitions which guide all his actions, 
6. ~ person becomes delinquent because of an excess of defini-
tions favorable to violations of law over definitions unfavorable to 
violations of the law. 
-.·--
This is the principle of differential association. 
It takes in anti-criminal as well as criminal associations. Criminal 
behavior originates in criminal patterning contacts and isolation from 
anti~criminal patterning contacts~ Any individual will assimilate into 
his surrounding environment, barring unforeseen conflicting patterns, 
Neutral associations, those which favor neither interpretations of the 
law, will not breed criminality, Neutral behavior is useful as an 
occupier of children's time, displacing time that would be otherwise 
spent in criminal behavior. 
7. Differential associations may vary.!.!!, frequencx:, duration, 
priority, and intensity, By priority, Sutherland meant that the earlier 
delinquent behavior is developed, the longer it persists throughout ·the 
lifetime of the individual. He admitted, however, that this had not been 
adequately demonstrated, Intensity is related to the prestige of the 
cdminal or anti-criminal source, 
8, The process££ learning criminal behavior~ association with 
criminal and anit~criminal patterns involves~ of~ mechanisms 
tha~ ~ involved in any other learning. This means that criminal 
behavior is not restricted to imitative proc;esses. 
9. While criminal behavior ~~expression of general needs 
and values, it is _12ot ex£_lained .l2_y_ these general needs and values since 
non-crimina~ behavior is ~ expression of the same needs and values. 
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This refutes the theories of Merton (1966: 93 .. 102) and others who 
assume that Gr:i.rninal behavior is motivated by general drives and 
values, i.e., happiness principle, striving for status, etc. 
Sutherland noteq that his theory was only tentative and therefore 
should be tested by factual data (application of his theory to empirical 
events), When tested by Short (1966: 85-92), it was found that within 
a limited framework~ 11 • • • strong support has been found for the 
differential association theory. 11 Short further added that continued 
investigations might reveal types or patterns of delinquency which are 
related to partiqular processes of differential association, and these 
might be mor(;l closely related than others, Furthermore, according 
to DeFleur and Quinney (1966: 1~22), Sutherland's theory "handles" 
crimes for which prior socialization can be established. It is basically 
a subcuJtural theory of socialization, accounting for behavior, in this 
case specif:i.cally c;rime, leading to the initial commission of acts 
defined as cdminal. 
As might be expected, and as is the case with the development of 
most theory, various modifkations of the differen,tic1.l association theory 
were propounded, Most notable was Glasser 1s modification (1956: 440) 
of differential a13sociation in terms of differential identification. 
Differential identification refers to the process whereby criminal 
behavior is pursued to the extent that the criminal identifies himself 
with real or imaginary persons whose view of <;:riminal behavior is 
acceptable and whose view is acceptable to him, This indicates a 
greater emphasis on the fact that the individual selec:;ts persons with 
whom he identifies and ac::;t as models in the social interaction process. 
It also ind\cates that most oriminality is not learned through group 
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parUc;ipation, but rather through any number of passing social contacts 
and/or mass media influenc::es. Specifioally, this modification of 
differential association ehall~nged the legitimacy of items two and 
three. 
Matza ( 1964), drawing somewhat on Kobrin' s analysis, proposed 
the congept of drift as a proc;esi,ual movement guided by numerous 
underlying influences whic:h are unperceived by the individual. The 
initial entrance into a deviant pattern and the deflection from further 
deviant acts is thus based upon this proc::essual m0vement which is both 
unpredic,:;table and ac;cidental, Matza 1s basic premise is that the 
delinquent (deviant) exists in a state of limbo between conventional and 
contra-conventional value ~norm definitions, He thus may or may not 
respond to the demands of each, dependent upon these various under ... 
lying influences; he postpones ccnnmitment to each, but drifts between 
conventional and contra~c;onventional actions. The supcu.lfmre of 
delinquency is thus a synthesis of both conventional and c::ontra-
conventional definitions, based upon the recognition that the wider 
culture is not one~sided. Rather, the values and norms of the wider 
culture, due to their diveri:;eness, are multi-faceted and lack dominant 
control c;haracteristics, Thus, the delinquent accepts many conven ... 
tional as well as many c::ontra-c;onventional value~norm definitions. In 
addition, the delinquent identifies with role models from both cultural 
systems, thus internalizing value ... norm definitions found in each 
system. However, the social system itself is flexible in terms of the 
definitions, leading to situational definitions of behavior, Further, 
the flexibilHy of definitions in the sodal system is reflected in the law, 
DeHnquency may thus be viewed as an unrecognized extention and 
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dist:orti(')n of defenses t:o crimes inherent in c;onvenU<;mal value-norm 
and legal definitions, 'l'he delinquent distorts these 11legalized 
defenses" to meet his own immediate needs in the form of neutraliza .. 
tion techniques whic;h precede engci!.gement of action, 
In extending Mc;1.tza's basic premise13, as well as modifying and 
rephrasing item eight of the differential association theory, Sykes and 
Matza (1966: 129 .. 136) devoted speciHc attention to the content of that 
which is learned and neutralizedr Suggesting that delinquents are 
essentially commHted, to wider cultural values and norms, Sykes and 
Matza stress that ac;tual engagement in delinquent actions causes guilt, 
which must be neutralized in order to continue delinquent activity, 
They counter arguments that delinquent behavior springs from all .. 
pervasive deviant: values and norms, and argue instead that: an 
essentially unrecognized extension of defel;lses to·crimes, in the for;m 
of justificatic:ms for devianqe seen as valued by t:he delinquent but not 
by the legal system or society at large, is the basis for much 
delinquency, These neutralization$ al'e formed into techniques utilized 
by the delinquent sanctioning t:he crhne(s) c::ommitted, The neutraliza-
tions were typologized in the following manner: 
1. The Denial 2!, Res:eonsi.bility. The delinquent views himself 
as a helpless pawn moved more by circumstance than free will, thus 
preparing the way for deviance from t:he domtnant normative system 
without the nec:e ss\t:y of a frontal assault on the norms themselves. 
2. The Denial~ Injury. The delinquent: frequent:ly, and. in a 
hazy manner, feels that his behavior does not really cause any great 
harm despite the fact: that: it runs counter to established legal codes. 
Be~ause society does not completely objec~ to 130:me deUnquent ac;ts, 
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i. e,, tr1,1anoy 1 l_pranks', etc., it merely reaffirms the idea that the 
delinquent~s neutralization of soc;ial controls occurs through qualifying 
the norms as largely common practic;e, not complete opposition. 
3. The Denial '2J the Victim. By using an unusual form of 
associative links~ the delinquent transforms himself into an avenger 
and the victim becomes a 'wrong .. doer'- who is not injured but punished. 
A diminished awal;"eness of the victim as a victim is important in 
determining whether or not internalized norms and antic;:ipated 
reactions of others are set in motion as behavior guides, 
4, Co1;1demnation of the Condemners. The delinqµent foe uses not 
upon his own deviant acts but the motives and behavior of those who 
approve of his violationi;;. Cynicism against those upholding the 
dominant norms of soc;iety, whose rewards for conforming are a matter 
of pull or luck, shifts the emphasis upon his devl.ant impulses to the 
reactions of others. Thus 1 by athacklng others, the wrongness of his 
own behavior is more easily repressed or lost to view. 
5. A12peal ~ Higher Lo:x:alt~es. Internal and external social 
controls may be neutralized, but not repudiated, by sacrificing the 
demands of the larger society for the demands of the smaller social 
groups to which the deHnquent belongs, such as the sibling pair, the 
gang, or the friendship clique. Since there is no repudiation involved, 
both the social and deviant norms are accepted, This sets up the 
situations we define as dilemma and role conHict. 
Originating in the flexibility of the normative system of society, 
these techniques thus neutralize internal and external disapproval 
which may arise in response to the commitment of deviant acts. 
Becker (1963: 28) uses Matza's premises in describing a deviant 
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career process: 
" 
, • people •• , deal with their sensitivities in order 
to engage in a deviant act for the first time. " And, Priest and 
McGrath, III (1970: 185-194) in a recent exploratory study, used Sykes 
and Matza I s techniques of neutralization to determine whether deviants 
(in their study, users of marijuana) other than delinquents utilize 
neutralization techniques before engaging in action, Their findings 
suggest that users of marijuana do utilize neutralization techniques in 
the same fashion as described by Sykes and Matza in terms of 
delinquents. In all cases individuals posited a curiousness about 
marijuana prior to its actual use, whi<:;h suggests that some degree of 
neutralization did take place prior to initial use. 
In terms of the attitudes and behavioral patterns which are 
associated with the use of drugs in the United States there appears to 
be a gap between the gene:rations. This is particularly evident when 
attenhion is focused on the non-medical and illegal use of psychotropic 
drugs. The most important observation concerning this situation 
appears to be that it is mainly among this nation's youth that the non-
medical use of psychotropic frugs for euphoric purposes is greatest: 
•.. a summary of truly random studies done in 196 7 
in West Coast high schools. In three high schools in the 
Castro Valley areaa , •. , 35% of the males and 22. 3% of 
the females had used marijuana. In an upper-middle class 
San Francisco school •• , 16% and 10%. Ln a suburban high 
school , , , 31 % and 28% , , . . • In the San Mateo area .•. 
18. 5% and 8. 6%. , .. These studies result in a very gross 
average of something like 22. 7% of all high school students 
in the population studied having tried marijuana, 
. , . random studies of the universities and colleges 
in California. A figure of 21 % was obtained at the Southern 
California public universities studied. 
The East Coast university studies , . . . , .• , but the 
figures are fairly comparable to those of the West Coast 
universities, with 18% and 20% of the student body having 
at least tried marijuana. 
From our' estimates (and they ~re purely estimates), 
anywhere from 75% to 90% of the medic;al students at 
UCLA have tried marijuana (Hochman, 1970: 455-457), 
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It is important to note, however 1 that youth do not hcwe a monop ... 
oly on the use 0f marijuana and various other illegal psyc;hotropic drugs. 
In a study conducted in the San Francisc:o area in 1968, a relatively 
high percentage of adults were found te;> have used marijuana and other 
illegal drugs, particularly LSD. Employing strict proballity sampling. 
interviews were conduc;ted with 1104 men and women over the age of 
18 residing in thl;l San Francisc;:o area. Of these, 13% and 3% (males 
and females, respectively) used m~rijuana at least once, while amon-g 
males over the age of 35, 9% had used marijuana, Among women in 
the same age category, the figure dropped to 1% (Manheimer, et al., 
1969: 1544 ... 1545), 
These estimates should not however appear to be overly su;rp;ris .. 
ing in view of the fact that the United States is a dru~-oriented society. 
However, various drugs, some more dangerous than others, are 
acc;epted and used by the general populace with the assumption in mind 
that thE)y are 'good' drugs; i. e,, they are used for their assumed 
medicinal value rather than in a non~medical c;ontext for euphoric 
purposes (Haskell and Yablonsky, 1970 : 152; Gillespie, 1970), 
Although it is difficult to generalize spec;ific J;(;lasons concerning 
why some per sons use drugs for euphoric purposes, various studies 
(Addition Research Foundation, 1969; Grinspoon, l 969a: 21; Hochman, 
1970 :457; West, 1970 :460; McGlothlin, 19.701462~464) have suggested 
the following reasons: to be alert, to be at ease in a group, because 
friends use, for curiosity, to express one's feelings, to be creative, 
to feel good, to experience body sertsations, and to change one I s mood. 
19 
In addition, Grinspoon {1969a: 21) notes that individu~ls use marijuana 
in order to produc;;e a state of introspection and passivity, And, some 
persons use marijuana and various other psychotropic drugs as a 
result of peer group pressures and as a means (')f gaim.ing more meaning 
out of interpersonal ~elationships. 
It is important to emphasize, however, that the values of those 
who use iUegal drugs for euphoric purposes do not appear to be very 
different from the espoused values of those who do not use illegal drugs 
for euphoric purposes. In both cases the person, particularly with 
reference to youth, appears to be actively engaged, in a search for 
meaning in life. However, 
••• , de spite the congruence of drug use with impor-
tant student values •• ~ , the vast majo:dty of American 
students do not seek meaningful e~perience primarily via 
psychoactive compounds, Ther·e are other values in most 
stud,ents that conflict sharply with drug use •.• for 
example, a kind of 11do-it-yoursel£ism" that strongly 
rejects "artificial" and "chemical" mean1;1 of altering 
psychic states: a sense of social responsibility that enjoins 
the student against doing socially disapproved things like 
abusing drugs; and - perhaps most important .. a legitimate 
fear of the possibll':} bad effects of drug use, Thus, despite 
the presenc::e of some values which are consistent with drug 
use, most studeqts have other values which are against drug 
use, It is only a minority who are persuaded tc;> choose drugs 
as a primary means of l:iearching £or meaning ('.Keniston, 
1967:lZ?). 
In addition, many young pe:rsons who use drugs appea:r to hold 
values which a:re similar to those. of persons who do not use drugs for 
euphoric purposes: fellowship, love, peace, religious experience, 
personal development, democracy, freedom, equality, justice, human-
itarianism, personal experience, distrust of dogma, and tolerance 
(Blum, 1970: 6). However, a discrepancy between the value-norm 
patternE; held by youth and adult drug users and youth and adult non-drug 
users i~ apparent in that 
.•• drugs that increase sensitivity and awareness , , 
appeal to young people. Young people who value self-
exploration, sensuality, sharing, tenderness, who want to 
be sensitive when they see their parents hung~up in self ... 
delusion and exploitive games, and who are skeptical of their 
elder 1s competence while they want to create a better world, 
are going to value increased sensitivity above the nerve-
deadening effect of alcohol (Salisbury and Fertig, 1971: 86). 
Keniston (1967a) also notes that the 11 search for meaning" and 
the "cult of experience II are two youth values which are intimitely 
related to the use of drugs: 
For such is the cultism and propaganda that surrounds 
drugs, especially the hallucinogens, that many students have 
come to feel the states induced by these drugs will automat-
ically produce a revelation of life's meaning, or at least an 
experience which itself will be highly significant and illumin-
ating (p, 127). 
Grinspoon (197lb: 183) reiterates this point, emphasizing that 
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II 
. one I s meaningfulness must be found witMn the immediate context 
of one's own present experience 1 11 In addition, Suchman (1970: 146-
154) found a positive relationship between adherence to a new "hang~ 
loose" ethic; and the use of marijuana, The conclusion reached in this 
study was that the more one identifies with this "hang~loose" ethic of 
irreverency towards conventional values, the more frequently will one 
use marijuana, Identifying with this ethic: thus aids one to break ties 
with conventional value-norm definitions and seek new experiences, 
And, both Clausen ( 1961 ; 193 -235) and Becker ( 1963) note that in 
becoming a user of illegal drugs the individual must disengage himself 
from societal controls, In this disengagement process the individual 
adopts new normative patterns which will insure for him pleasure from 
his new experiences. 
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Youth appear to participate in varying degrees in both the more 
dominant American adult culture and at the same time in a peer group 
oriented culture. Amerkan society, on the one hand, condones the use 
of drugs for medicinal purposes. On the other hand, it condemns the 
non-medic:al use of illegal psychotropic drugs for hedonistic purposes. 
What appears to be most significant, in terms of psychotropic drug 
use, is a shift in youth normative patterns related to the use of these 
drugs. Fundamentally this entails disillusionment or a critical aware~ 
ness of the discrepancy between 11 ideal 11 values and "actual" 
behavioral patterns related to these values. Further, in adhering to 
divergent normaUve codes which are more fluid~ youth view general 
adult normative codes as non-spontaneous; their non-applicability 
pertaining to the acceptance of new and/or different ideas and customs, 
According to Moore (1969: 43-88) there has been a movement from 
structured value definitions and accompanying normative patterns to 
expressive value definitions and accompanying normative patterns 
which are more fluid; greater fluidity is found ln terms of deriving 
conduct from the si,tuation and the needs of the person. While the 
values held by youth appear to be similar to those found within adult 
culture, it is the definition of the norma.Hve patterns corresponding to 
the values which may be expected to differ, 
These statements do not mean to imply that all youth do or 
eventually will use non-medical psychotropic drugs. Nor does it mean 
that they are alienated from adult cultural vah;tes, Rather, those 
youth who have used or perceive themselves as possibly ever using 
marijuana are inextric;ably tied into the wider adult culture in terms 
of perceiving themselvei, as members of the general culture and 
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maintaining friendships within it. Thus, H is imperative to stress that 
disillusionment with adult value-behavioral c;odes is not, in and of 
itself, a variable suffi,cient to explain marijuana or other non~medical 
drug use. Initial use may be expected to occur when a combination of 
factors favor its u13e: particularly, structural-situational circum-
stances and relationships with others who use the drug(s) in question 
and who are held in high esteem. 
CHAPTER II 
A THEORETICAL MODEL OF NORMATIVE 
DISSENSUS AND MARIJUANA USE 
After reviewing the literature pertaining to value pnorm conflict 
between youth and adults and presenting information pe:rtaining to the 
use of marijuana within the United States, this writer has developed a 
model pertaining to the use of marijuana. In addition, the model is 
assumed to be general in nature, and as such, prediqtive of other 
beh,wior a:rising from value ~n.orm conflict between youth and adults. 
Any m1:>del wMch attempts to predict human behavior is based 
upon certain basic assumptions regarding that behavior. Thus, th('l 
model presented in this study rests upon the following basic assump ... 
tions: 
As sumptdon s 
· A 1 Dominant values exist in every known human society. 
A 2 Soci('ltal members g~ne:rally acc:ep~ dominant values. 
A 3 Corresponding to the dominant values within a society 
are normative patterns, 
A 4 In complex societies there exists more than one set of 
dominant normative patterns. 
A 5 Groups of members, differentially located, in society, 
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Value 
generally adhere to different dominant: normative 
patterns. 
A 6 Individu.als will adhere gener.fl.ll~ to the normative 
patterns of the groups with which they most frequently 
and meaningfully associate. 
A 7 Individual behavior is generally the result of utiUzing 
normative patterns to ac;tualize dominant values, 
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A 8 Behavioral conflict within a society results when members 
of differentially located groups utUize different normative 
pfl,tterns to actuahze commonly accepted dominant values~ 
Definition of Concepts 
~ emotionally charged sti;i.ndard of prefer~ 
ence related to objects, events, individ .. 
uals, and relationships which is vaguely 
defined, 
Value Consens1,1s • general acceptance by youth and adults 
Fre9.u.ent and, Meaningful 
~ ... \,( 
Interaction 
Normative Pattern 
Established Normative 
Pattern 
of dominant societal values, 
- extent of and fulfillment of personal 
association with a category _.,. youth/ 
adults ... ~ of othel' people. 
.. a standardized rule or regulaticm 
pertaining to social action for ac;tualiz .. 
ing values, 
~ rules or regulations pertaining to social 
action which are based upon historical 
precedent and which link appropriate 
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behavior to value actualization. 
Emergent Normativl;;) 
Pattern 
- rules or regulations pertaining to social 
action which are situationally derived 
for present gratifications and which link 
appropriate behavior to value actualiza-
tion. 
· Normative Dissensus - general disagreement between youth and 
adults with reference to employed means 
in actualizing gene rally accepted domin-
ant societal values. 
Youth - any per sons of high school or college age. 
Adults - any persons older than high school or 
college age, 
It appears that within the United States there exist generally 
accepted dominant societal values. For the most part these values are 
emotionally charged a,.nd of great importance in terms of ensuing social 
action. However, these values appear to be only implicitly defined; 
the explicit situational meaning of the referred to value is ambiguous 
and inconsistent, tf not contradictory. Because norms are valuatively 
determined it is important to note that values, in general, connote 
appropriate means to adhere to and follow if a value is to be actualized. 
However, if these values are not explicitly defined then the norms 
based upon them may also be ambiguous. In hhe atternpt to actualize a 
value, attempts are therefore maqe to specify c;1,ppropriate means, In 
such instances discrepancle s may exist between normative patterns 
utilized in actualizing stated values, If divergent means are utilized 
in the actualization of accepted dominant societal values, normative 
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dissensus may result on two levels: between groups (i.e. 1 youth and 
adults), and between individuals in these groups (i.e., youth and 
adults). Thus, the major premise of this model is that within the 
United States there exists disagreement between youth and adults con-
cerning the appropriate means to employ in actualizing ambiguously 
defined, but generally accepted, dominant societal values. This is 
particularly evident in 'fo.cusing attention on normative dissensus 
between these two groups with regard to the non-medical and illegal 
use of psychotropic drugs, specifically marijuana, in the United States .. 
Two divergent normative systems, labeled as established and 
emergent, appear to be prevalent in the United States today, In 
addition, two social groupings (i.e., youth and adults) appear to accept 
predominantly one or the other normative system; i.e., youth accept 
predominantly the emergent normative system and adults accept 
predominantly the established normative system. 
Established normative patterns are conceptualized as employing 
a primarily structured means~end scheme, That is, they are norma-
tive patterns based upon h~stodcal precedents; they served in the past 
as the accepted means to actualize and/or implement values and are 
thus viewed as acceptable in the present and futt1.re. In addition, 
established normative patterns are situationally prescribed; one is 
provided with specific behavioral details pertaining to value actualiza-
tion, One thus employs speqified means to actualize values even though 
the values are vaguely defined, inconsistent, and oftentimes contra-
dictory. 
On the other hand, emergent normative patterns are conceptual-
ized as employing a primarily unstructured means-end scheme. 
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Emergent normative pat-terns thus are not based upon historical 
precedents (they are not predominantly linked to the past) nor are they 
predominantly future-or-tented.. Rather, they are predominantly based 
upon pre sent experiences; oriented to a 11he re -and-n0w 11 existence, 
In addition, emergent normative patterns are not situationally 
prescribed; rather, they are situationally derived, One is therefore 
not provided with specified behavioral directives pertaining to value 
actualization, On the other hand, one is provided with normative 
patterns which stLpulate that modes of behavtor are dependent upon their 
meaningfulness to the individual in terms of their being situationally 
relevant and applicable for value actualization. 
In the process of value actualization individuals accept behavioral 
means based upon the extent and meaningfulness of their associations 
with others, One I s activities are therefore based upon a consensus 
concerning meanings attributed to objects, events, and relationships. 
Selves can only exist in definite relationship to other selves. 
No hard-and-fast lines can be drawn between our own selves 
and !!he selves of others, since our own selves exist and 
enter as such into our existence only in so far as the selves 
of others exist and enter as such into our experience also. 
The individual possesses a self only in relation to the selves 
of the other members of bis social group; and the structure 
of his self expresses or reflects the general behavior pattern 
of this social group to which he belongs, just c\S 'does the 
structure of the self of every other individual belonging to 
this social group (Mead, 1934: 165), 
Individuals thus appear to employ those behavioral patterns, 
related to the e:x<tent and meaningfulness of interaction with groups of 
others, which aid in defining and institutionalizing appropriate means 
to actualize stated values. In adhering to the normative patterns of a 
group the individual is thexefore able to rely upon the group ai:; a stable 
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element upon which he may base his behavior (Becker, 1963 t 41 .. 78; 
Blake and· Mouton, 1961 : 1-11), The normat:ive structure thus 
represents the shared acceptance of behavioral standards beneficial to 
the perpetuahion of the existence of the group, In addition. to strength ... 
ening the group's existence the normative structure is also of the 
utmost importance in terms of imple:menHng stated individual-group 
values and goals, 
Youth and aduLts appear to accept and define accepted values in 
a similar fashion, However, each grouping appears to employ diver-
gent normative patterns as implemented means in actualizing accepted 
values. What becomes most apparent is that the discrepancy between 
employed behavioral patterns between youth and adulti; resu.lts in 
normative dissensus. Based upon the extent and meaningfulness of 
interaction with one another, adults are expected to accept predomin~ 
antly established normative patterns. On the other hand, based upon 
the extent and meaningfulness of interaction with one another. youth, 
basically oriented toward,s establishing meaning in the present, are 
expected to accept predominantly emergent normative patterns, It is 
important to note, however, that not all youth or aduHs completely 
accept one or the other normative system, Rather, youth and adults 
are found to be differentially located in the two normative systems, 
based upon the extent and meaningfulness of interaction with youth and 
adult.s, Thus, the ultimate choice of which normative system 
individuals primarily accept is not based upon a perceived value 
discrepancy. Rather, acceptance of particular normative patterns is 
based upon the extent and meaningfulness of interaction with. others who 
utilize primarily one or the other normative system, Because youth do 
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not interact to at'l appreciable extent with aduHs, and because adults do 
not interact to an appreciable extent with youth, youth and adults look 
mainly to their pee:i;.-s for normative orientation and thereby are 
expected to predominantly accept one or the other normative system, 
This is specifically evident in focusing attention on normative 
dissensus as it is related to the non-medic;al and illegal use of 
psychotropic drugs within the United States, In general, the use of 
various drugs (legal and illegal) for medical and non-medical purposes 
is wide spread within the United States. In addition, the use of various 
drugs for medical and I or hedonistic purposes is generally condoned. 
Adults, in accepting established normative patterns, would be expected 
to specify that drugs are to be utilized as a means only with regard to 
the following ends: (1) for the relief of pain due to phyi;iological dis-
comfort; and (2) for hedonistic; purposes based upon the general 
societal acceptance of the legal drug in question. In addition, adherents 
of the established normative system would be expected to specify that 
all drugs utilized for both medical and non-medical purposes be legal; 
i.e .• presc;ribed by physicians and/or procured from sources subject 
to legal controls. In this sense, established normative patterns may 
be viewed as non-spontaneous and rigid in terms of experimenting with 
alternative normative patterns. These aspects of established norma .. 
tive patterns refer specifically to their situational rigidity. 
Youth, generally accepting emergent normative patterns 1 would 
not be expected to spedfy in as much detail the types of drugs to be 
utilized for hedonistic ends. The decision to use illegal psychotropic 
drugs, specifically marijuana, for non-medical purposes would be 
viewed as an indiv~dual decision related to the perceived extricacies of 
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particl,llar situations. Like adults, youth would appear to use drugs 
which are consistent with the normative patterns which they accept. 
However, unlike adults who accept predominantly established norma-
tive codes and who specify that certain drugs are to be related to 
specific situations, youth who accept emergent normative patterns 
would not be expected to specify a direct linkage between a specific 
drug and a corresponding situation in as rigid a fashion, The impor~ 
tant point, in terms of established normative patterns, is that the use 
of various drugs be specified in advance, with corresponding normative 
patterns related to proscribed situations. Emergent normative 
patterns, being more situationally flexible, proscribe that a variety of 
legal-illegal medical and non-medical drugs exist which may be utilized 
for various purposes as defined by individuals in particular situaHons. 
Thus, the use of various drugs is not situationally defined in as rigid 
a fashion as found in established normative codes, Use of marijuana 
is more consistent then with the fluidity and non~specificity of the 
emergent normative system, In attempting to experience the 11here-
and-now11 youth would appear to utilize that drug which would enable 
them to achieve that end, dependent upon the situation and how individ-
uals define those situations. Thus, in predominantly accepting similar 
nor'mative patterns based upon the extent and meaningfulness of peer 
group oriented interaction, youth would appear to use marijuana to a 
greater extent than would adults. 
Hypotheses 
Based upon the aforementioned discussion of normative dis sensus 
between youth and adults with regard to the use of marijuana, the 
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following predic;tions were formulated and tested in this study: 
Value Consensus 
: Value consensus exists between youth and adults within the 
United States; i. e,, both youth and adults accept the same 
dominant values, 
Normative Dissensus Between Groups 
Youth will interact with other youth to a greater extent than 
they will interact with adults. 
Youth wUl perceive their interaction with youth to be more 
meaningful than their interaction with adults, 
Youth will accept emergent normative patterns to a greater 
extent than will adults, 
, Adults will interact with other adults to a greater extent 
than they will interact with youth, 
: Adults wiU perceive their interaction with adults to be more 
meaningful than their interaction with youth, 
: Adults will accept established normative patterns to a 
greater extent than will youth, 
Youth will have used marijuana to a greater extent than 
will have adults and. youth will have a more favorable 
attitude towards ma:rijuana than will adults. 
Normative Dissensus Between Individuals in These Groups 
Youth who interact more with other youth, compared with 
youth who interact less with other youth, will: 
accept emergent normative patterns to a greater 
extent, 
accept established normative patterns to a lesser 
extent, 
H 9C: have used marijuana to a greater extent. 
H 9D : have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana, 
Youth who perceive their interactlon with other youth as 
being more meaningful 1 compared with youth who perceive 
their interaction with other youth as being less meaningful, 
wUl: 
HlOA: accept emergent normative patterns to a greater 
extent. 
. HlOB: 
8 1oc: 
8 10D: 
accept established normative patterns to a lesser 
extent, 
ha.ve used marijuana to a greater extent. 
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have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana. 
H 11 : Youth who interact more with adults, cQmpared with youth 
who interact less with adults than with other youth, will; 
8 11A: 
HllB: 
HllC: 
HllD: 
accept emergent normat!ve patterns to a lesser 
extent. 
accept established normative patterns to a greater 
extent, 
have used marijuana to a le i:;ser extent. 
have a less favorable attitude towards marijuana, 
H 12 : Youth who perceive their interaction with adults as being 
more meaningful, compared with youth who perceive their 
interaction with adults as being less meaningful, will: 
Hl2A: 
Hl2B: 
Hl2C: 
Hl2D: 
accept emergent normative patterns to a lesser 
extent. 
accept established normative patterns to a· greater 
extent, 
have used marijuana to a lesser extent, 
have a less favorable attitude towards marijuana. 
H 13 : Youth who intE;lract more with other youth than· with adults, 
compared wi.th youth who interact less with other youth than 
with adults, will: 
Hl3A: 
Hl3B: 
H13C: 
8 13D: 
accept emergent normative patterns to a greater 
extent. 
accep~ establ~shed nonnative patterns to a lesser 
extent. 
have used marijuana to a greater extent. 
have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana. 
Youth who perceive their interaction with other youth to be 
more meaningful than their interaction wHh adults, com-
pared with youth who perceive their interac:Hon with other 
youth to be less meaningful than their interaction with 
adults, will: 
8 14A; 
Hl4B: 
Hl4C: 
Hl4D: 
accept emel;'gent normative patterns to a greater 
extent. 
ac;cept estabUshed normative patterns to a lesser 
extent. 
have used marijuana to a greater extent. 
have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana. 
H 15 : Youth who accept emergent normative patterns more, 
compared with youth who accept emergent normative 
patterns less, will: 
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HlSA: have used marijuana to a greater extent. 
HlSB: have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana. 
Youth who a(;cept e,tablished normative patterns more, 
compared with youth who accept established normative 
patterns less, wiU: 
H 16A: have used marijuana to a lesser extent. 
H 16B: have a less favorable attitude towards marijuana, 
Youth who accept emergent normative patterns more than 
they accept establ!shed normative patterns, compared with 
youth who accept emergent normative patterns less than 
they a~cept established normative patterns, will: 
H 1 ?A: have used marijuana to a greater extent, 
H 1 ?B: have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana. 
H 18 : Adults who interact more with other adults, c0mpared with 
adults who interact less with other adults, will: 
8 18A: 
8 18B: 
8 18C: 
8 18D: 
accept emergent normative patterns to a lesser 
extent. 
accept established normative patterns to a greater 
extent. 
have used marijuana to a lesser extent. 
have a less favorable attitude towards marijuana. 
H 19 : Adults who perceive their interact;i.on with other adults as 
being more meaningful, compared with adults who perceive 
their interaction with adults as being less meaningful, will: 
accept emergent norn1ative patterns to a lesser 
extent 
acc;ept established normative patterns to a greater 
exhent. 
H 19C : have used marijuana to a lesser extent. 
H 19D: have a less favorable ahtitude towards marijuana. 
H 20 : Adults who interact more with youth, compared with adults 
who interact less with youth, will: · 
accept emergent normative patterns to a greater 
extent. 
aecept established norrnaHve patterns to a lesser 
extent, 
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H 20C: have used manJuana to a greater extent. 
HZOD : have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana. 
Adulf:s who perceive their interaction with youth as being 
more meaningful, c::ompared with adults who perceive their 
interaction with youth as being less meaningful, will: 
H21A: 
H21B: 
H21C: 
H21D: 
accept emergent normative patterns to a greater 
extent. 
accept established normative pat~erns to a lesser 
extent. 
have used marijuana to a greater extent. 
have a more favorable attitude toward marijuana. 
H 22 : Adults who interact more with other adults than with youth, 
compared with adults who interact less with other adulti:; 
than with youth, will: 
H22A: 
H22B: 
H22C: 
H22D: 
accept emergent normative patterns to a lesser 
extent. 
accept established normative patterns to a greater 
extent, 
have used marijuan.a to a iesser extent. 
have a less favorable attitude towards marijuana. 
H 23 : Adults who perceive their interaction with other adults to 
be more meaningful than their interaction with youth, 
Gompared with adults who perceive their interaction with 
other adults to be lei:;s meaningful than their interaction 
with youth, will: 
H23A: 
H23B: 
H23C: 
H23D: 
i3-ccept emergent normative patterns to a lesser 
extent. 
accept established norrnative patterns to a greater 
extent. 
have used marijuana to a lesser extent. 
have a less favorable attitude towards marijuana. 
H 24 : Adults who accept emergent normative patterns more, 
compared with adults who accept emergent normative 
patterns less, will: 
H 24A: have used marijuana to a greater extent, 
H 24B : have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana. 
H 25 : Adults who accept established normative patterns more, 
compared with adults who accept established normative 
patterns less, will: 
H 25A: have used marijuana to a lesser extent. 
H 25B l have a less favorable attitude towards marijuana. 
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Adults who accept emergent normative patterns more than 
they accept established normative patterns, compared with 
adults who accept emergent normative patterns less than 
they accept established normative patterns, will: 
H 26A: have used marijuana to a greater extent. 
H 26B : have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana, 
CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
The Sample 
In the area of model construction it is important to utilize 
sampling procedures a,nd data gathering techniques appropriate for a 
test of the model, For the purposes of this study, neither de sc:riptive 
nor explotc).tory ~n natq,re, but rath~r one which is oriented towards 
testing the validity of a theoret~cal model, a sc;;ope sample was approx-
imated and subsequently employed as the prL;rnary data gathering 
procedure. Specifically, this entails including within the sample a 
large variety of natural cases which are assumed to range along the 
full continq,um of the major dimensions of the formal system from 
which the model has been derived (Willer, 1967: 97-115), Thus, in 
this study, t.he :sample included ~mbjects which were assumed to exhibit 
characteristics related to the entire range of possible vc;l.riaHon per-
taining to the main variables of the model. In that the study was 
c:onducted at Oklahoma State Univers;i.ty1 situated in a section of the 
United States where illegal and non-medical drug use per se does not 
appear to be as pr·evalent as in other sections of the United States, 
random sampling procedures within the University might not generate 
enough subjects who have used marijuana to provide an adequate test of 
the model, However, siric;e the propositions of a model are assumed 
to be universally applicable:, utilizing random sampling procedures 
fr0m some Hnite population for a test of the i;nodel is not viewed as 
particularly advantage0us over other types of sampling techniques. 
For the most part, past research in the area of marijuana use at the 
college level has indicated that such use is statistically assodated 
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with interest in the social sciences (Keniston, 1968 ~ 196 9b: 98) . For 
the above mentioned reasons, as well as for subject availability, 
students who were c;;urrently enrolled in six sections of Principles of 
Sociology, one section of Juvenile Delinquency, two sections of Social 
Problems, and one Graduate Seminar in So~ial Organization constituted 
the youth sample, A total of 415 questionnaires was distributed to 
students in these various <;lass $ections, three of which were eventually 
discarded due ta failure to adequately complete the schedule, 
The adult sample consisted 0f the legal parent(s) or guardian(s) 
of each ym,1th in hhe former sample, In terms of the actual test of the 
model these two groups were viewed as separate and distinct and were 
analyzed in a like fashion, The main methodological procedure 
employed in drawing these two samples was divided into two phases. 
The first phase entailed e:}~plaining to youth subjects the auspices under 
which the research was to be carried out, the sampling procedures, 
and the guarantee of anonymity on behalf of the principle researcher. 
In addition, each youth respondent was instructed to address an 
envelope to his (her) legal parent(s) or guardl.an(s), The completed 
envelopes were then collected and questionnaires were distributed. 
The second phase of the study entailed constructing a listing of parents 
-~ names and addresses ~~ from the student addressed envelopes. In 
addition, each parent was assigned a code number, which was 
duplicated on the questionnaire mailed to that person. The listing of 
parents and code numbers was subsequently utilized as an aid in 
insuring a high rate of returned questionnaires, 
Parents, constituting the adult sample, were mailed question-
naires i.dentical to those which were c;:ompleted by the respondents in 
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the youth sample, Included with each questionnaire sent to the parents 
was a letter (See Appendix A) explaining the auspices under which the 
study was conducted, that their child had completed an identical 
questionnaire, the importance of the study, and a self .. addressed 
envelope in which the completed questionnaire was to be returned, A 
total of 742 questionnaires were thus mailed to adult respondents. Of 
this total, 428 were initially returned (57. 7 percent) during a three 
week time period, At the end of this time period 341 additional follow-
up questionnaires were sent to non-respondents, accompanied by a 
second letter (See Appendix B) expressing the importance of the study 
and asking for their continued cooperation. Within a three week time 
period 133 of the total 341 follow.up questionnaires were returned, 
constitutLng a return rate of 39. 0 percent, or, 17. 9 percent of the 
total number of questionnaires originally mailed, Thus, out of an 
originai 742 questionnaires mailed to adult respondents, 571 were 
returned (76, 9 percent). The final adult sample size was however 
reduced to 557 (75. 0 percent) due to 1:he fact that 14 questionnaires 
were excluded from the study for the foUowing two reasons: (1) ten 
follow-up questionnaires were returned three weeks after data analysis 
initially began; and (2) four questionnaires were returned incomplete. 
Thus, the final total sample size was 969, represented by 412 youth 
and 557 adult respondents. 
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The first section of the questionnaire (See Appendix C) pertained 
to various demographiG characteristics of the subjects, specifically: 
sex, age, hometown size, composition of family rearing u.nit, plac;e of 
residence while attending college, dating status, sibling relationships, 
and church attendance. These demographic variables, particularly in 
the case of the youth sample, although not important in terms of a 
direct test of the model, provide information pertaining to the general 
characteristics of the samples included in this study. This enables 
comparisons of the samples in this study, particularly the youth 
sample, with samples drawn in other studies. Consistent with past 
research, users of marijuana constituted 41. 8 percent of the youth 
sample (Table I) and 3, 0 percent of the adult sample (Table II). In 
addition, ln viewing Tables I and II, it is evident that use of marijuana 
among males is approximately twice as prevalent as among female.s, 
which is also consistent with past research (Hochman, 1970: 455~457; 
Manheimer, et. al, 1969: 1544-1545; Suchman, 1970: 149). 
TABLE I 
YOUTH MARIJUANA USE BY SEX 
Have Used Have Not Used 
Sex Marijuana Marijuana Total 
* Male 117 (68~0) 81 (33.9) 198 (48, 2) 
Female 55 (;,2.0) 158 (66. I) 213 (51. 8) 
Total 172 (41.8) 239 {58. 2) 411 
:::( 
The number in parentheses is the percentage. 
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TABLE II 
ADULT MARIJUANA USE BY SEX 
Have Used Have Not Used 
Sex Marijuana Marijuana Total 
* Male 9 (64. 3) 242 (45. 4) 251 (45, 9) 
Female 5 (35, 7) 291 ( 54. 6) 296 (54, 1) 
Total 14 ( 3.0) 533 (97,0) 547 
* The number in parentheses is the percentage, 
Respondents ranged from age eighteen past the age of sixty-five. 
In the youth sample the largest concentration of users and nonusers 
fell within the eighteen through the twenty-one year old age bracket. 
Among adults, the age category forty through forty-four contained the 
largest concentration of users. Adult nonusers ranged from age thirty 
through sixty-f:i.ve and over 1 with the largest concentration in the forty 
through forty~nine year old age category (Table XXXVI I Appendix D). 
In terms of community size, a diversified range, from farm and ranch 
through large urban communities was represented, The majority of 
marijuana users resided in communities larger than 10, 000 in popula-
tion, with the heaviest concentration residing in communities larger 
than 25, 000 in population (Table XXXVII, Appendix E), In terms of 
the composition of the family rearing unit, no major differences 
between users and nonusers exists (Table XXXVIII, Appendix F). 
Most youth subjec;:ts were between the ages of eighteen through twenty 
and a majority of both users and nonusers were found to reside in 
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dormitories (Table XXXIX, Appendix G), Past studies have indicated 
that the use of marijuana was primarily an off campus phenomenon 
(Ells, 1968 :462). The findings in this study however offer support to 
the contention that the use of marijuana has become student diversified 
(Hill, 1972: 35), Further, little difference was found among dating 
patterns between users and nonusers (Table XL, Appendix H) or in 
terms of ordinality of birth order {Table XLI, Appendix I). In terms 
of church attendance, some relationship appeared to exist between 
using marijuana and infrequent church attendance. That is, a much 
larger number of youth who have used marijuana attend church less 
often than once a month. A similar difference was also found to exist 
between adu\ts who have used marijuana as opposed to those who have 
not used marijuana {Table XLII, Appendix J), 
The Questionnaire 
The research instrument used in this study was developed by this 
writer after rev~ewing the literature and not finding other schedules 
whi,ch were applicable to the predominant interests of this study (See 
Appendix C). The first section ~- Items one through thirteen .. -
pertained to the previously discussed demographic information, The 
remainder of the questionnaire, divided into various sections from 
which scales were constructed, deals directly with a test of the model. 
Each of the scales to be discussed is representative of a 5-Point Likert 
Type Scale (Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, Strongly 
Disagree). 
After development of the statements, pre-testing, and final 
editing the scales were administered to the subjects who were to 
indicate their position along the 5 ~Point d~mension. 
The Likert procedure for obtaining summated ratings 
provides some indirect evidence as to the existence of a 
partial order in the property itself. The 11::em analysis pro-
cedure increases the degree of homogeneity or internal 
consistency in the set of items. Although thLs provides no 
guarantee that only one property is being measured by the 
set of items, it seems likely that it does serve to eliminate 
many of those items that provide measures of different 
properties (Phillips, 1966: 185). 
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In order to item analyze each of the scales utilized in this study 
a computer program was employed (Program TEST ST AT) which 
yielded means, sigmas, and point~biserial correlations between items 
making up a scale, In addition, total scale means, sigmas, and an 
alpha coefficient of internal consistency reflecting degree of reliability 
(in terms of ovel;'lapping variances) among the various items making up 
a scale were computed (Veldman, 1967: 164 .. 181), 
Another way of looking at coefficient alpha will serve 
to further its importance, It will be remembered that the 
reliability c;oefficient of any test is the estimated average 
correlation of that test with all possible tests with the same 
number of items whic:h are obtainable from sampling a 
domain, Thus coeff\ci~nt alpha is the expected correlation 
of one test with another test of the same \ength when the two 
tests purport to measure foe same thing. Coefficienh alpha 
can also be derived as the expected c;orrelation between an 
actual test and a hypothetical alternative form, one that may 
never be constructed (Nunnally, 196 7 : 197). 
The discussion of the scales to follow will thus include a presentation 
of original and final correlations (point.biserial), means, sigmas, and 
alpha coefficients. 
The second section of the questionnaire was de signed to elicit 
information pertainlng to the extent and meaningfulness of interaction 
of youth and adults, For both sample groups data decks were run 
through the c;ard sorter and dichotomized according to the extent of 
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interac;tion (interpretations of tMs data, as well as more detailed 
explanati<ms of the analyses is presented in Chapter IV). Meaningful.., 
ness of interaction was operationalized by c;onstructing a scale wherein 
each respondent was expeqted to designate his position in relation to 
the items making up a scale, Tables III and IV present the actual 
items (numbered as they appeared in the final questionnaire) and scale 
values. 
TABLE III 
YOUTH MEANINGFULNESS OF INTERACTION 
SCALE BY IT EMS 
!hems 
16. How well do you feel youth under-
st;,a.nd you? 
17. Youth's opinion of me is: 
18. How much recognition and respect 
do you receive from youth? 
19. How close do you feel to x:outh? 
23, I prefer to spend time wUh youth: 
24. In taiking with yout~ I feel: 
Original and Final Scale: Mean 
Sigma 
Alpha 
Original and Final R Value 
(N = 969) 
, 67 
~65 
; 68 
, 82 
• 55 
• 69 
23.36 
s.20 
, 76 
All items on the Youth Meaningfulness of lnteraction Scale 
correlated beyond the . 001 level of statistical significance. In addi-
tion, the alpha coefficient for this scale, , 76, indicates a high degree 
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formulation of value as presented earlier in this study, ~terns com .. 
prising the value scale (numbered as they appeared in the final 
questionnaire) with the actual value corresponding to, the operational 
measure in parentheses, R values, means, sigmas, and alpha coeffi-
cients are pre sentecl in Table V. 
TABLE V 
VALUE SCALE BY·ITEMS 
Items 
Original and Final R Value 
(N = 969) 
34, Pursuit of produc:tive activity whkh 
provides you with a satisfying 
experience (Work), 
35, Some type of spiritual experience 
(Religion) , 
36, Establishment of your own family 
(Family). 
3 7. Enjoyment of se:x:ual relations (Sex) • 
38, Concern for others who are lesE? 
fortunate or who need assistance 
(Humanita:danil'lm). 
39, Belief that everyeme should havl:l a 
fair chanc:e in life (Equality) , 
40. Importance of a formal education 
(Education), 
41. Trying new ways of thinking and 
doing things (Change) , 
42. Loyalty to society of which yo'l;l are 
, a member (NationaUsm), 
43, One shou,ld think for himself and not 
depend on 0thers all of the time 
(Individualism) . 
Original and Final Scale: Mean 
Sigma 
Alpha 
, 37 
. 24 
. 27 
, 32 
,39 
. 37 
• 2 l 
, 40 
, 22 
,34 
42.87 
4. l 7 
, 73 
of internal consistency of the items comprising the scale. 
TABLE IV 
ADULT MEANINGFULNESS OF INTERACTION 
SCALE BY IT EMS 
Items 
25. How well do you feel adults under-
stand you? 
26. Adult's opinion of me is: 
27. How much recognition and respect 
do you receive from adults? 
28. How close do you feel to adults? 
32. I prefer to spend time with adults: 
33, In talking wHh adults I feel: 
Original and Final Scale; Mean 
Sigma 
Alpha 
Original and Final R Value 
(N = 969) 
. 72 
. 63 
.70 
.80 
. 54 
• 7 5 
22.67 
3.25 
• 78 
As in the case of the Youth Meaningfulness of Interaction Scale 
all items on the Adult Meaningfulness of Interaction Scale correlated 
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beyond the . 001 level of stat:istical significance, In addition, the alpha 
coefficient for this scale, . 78, indicates a high degree of internal 
consistency of the items comprising the scale. 
The third section of the questionnaire pertained to the construe-
tion of a value index designed to measure the degree of value acceptance 
of youth and adults. Utilizing a Like rt Scaling procedure the opera~ 
tional conception of a value was based upon the development and 
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All items on the Value Scale c,:orrelated beyond the • 001 level of 
statistical significance, As noted, the alpha value Qf , 73 indicates a 
high degree of internal consistency of the items comprising thi13 scale. 
The fourth section of the questionnaire was de signed to measure 
normative acceptance. Two normative pattern scales were constructed 
and operationalized in terms of the conceptuaUzaHon of adult norms as 
being relatively more structured than youth norms (i, e., established 
and emergent norms, respectively). Both normative scales corres~ 
pond to behavioral patterns conceptualized as being utilized in the 
actualization of spec;if:led values. Thl.ls, £or each item four corres-
ponding n~rmative items were developed, two items for each of the two 
normative pattern scales. These scales are labeled as Established 
(related to adult norms) and Emergent (related to youth norms) 
Normative Pattern Scales, Originally each scale was composed of 
twenty items, After subjecting both scales to item analysis two items 
in each scale were discarded based upon their low scalability. 
Revealed in Table VI is the Established Normative Pattern Scale; the 
Emergent Normative Pc1,ttern Scale is presented in Tc1,ble VIL Those 
items whic;h were fol.lnd n0t to scale and which were then disc.larded are 
indicated by blank spaces in the appropriate Final R Value column. 
As before, all items are numbered as they appeared in the final 
questionnaire, The normative items were not presented as two 
separate and distinct scales, Rather, by means of a Table of Ra_ndom 
Numbers, all items were randomly ordered (See Appendix C). 
In viewing both scales -it is important to note that the items which 
were retained in the final scale correlated beyond the , 001 level of 
significance, In addition,. in terms of the Established Normative 
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Pattern Seale, thl:l original alpha value was . 77 and the final alpha 
value was , 82, indicating a high degree of internal coni;istency of the 
items comprising the scale. The same pattern was found to exist with 
regard to the Emergent Normative Pattern Scale where the original 
alpha value was • 80 and the nnal alpha value was .• 81. 
TABLE VI 
ESTABLISEED NORMATIVE PATTERN SCALE BY ITEMS 
Items 
68. One should be acHveiy engaged in 
some kind of discipline productive 
activity {Work). 
82. People should work hard so that they 
will become a success and gain 
recognithm for their achievements 
{Work). 
62~ Some religious belief is nec::essary 
in order to lead a good life 
{Religion). 
70. In order to learn conc:;epts of right 
and wrcmg, one should attend 
Church services {Religion), 
81. Some equality in marriage is a good 
thing, but by and large the husband 
should have the main say~so in 
family matters {Family). 
66, A family is not really a family until 
there are children (Family), 
63. Engaging in "free love'' destroys 
the tl"ue meaning of a sexual l"ela ... 
tionship {Sex). · 
83, Sexual relations should be re st:dcted 
to one's marital partner (Sex). 
45. In order to aid people who are in need 
of help one should contribute time, 
Original 
R 
Value 
(N = 969) 
• 50 
• 42 
• 61 
. 66 
.39 
• 45 
• 58 
• 55 
Firial. 
R 
Value 
(N :;: 969) 
• 52 
• 43 
.61 
.67 
• 40 
• 45 
.• 5.7 
• 55 
TABLE Vl (Continued) 
effort, or money to public assistance 
organizations (Humanitarianism). • 31 • 28 
67. One is asking for trc;)Uble if he aHemptei 
to help everyone who asks for his 
assistanc;e (Humanitadanism). , 28 • 30 
58~ All people, rega;t'dless of rac;e or 
religion, are entitled to and should 
receive equal social privileges 
(Equality)~ .... 0018 
50. Our country should permit the immi .. 
gration of foreign peoples, even if it 
might l0wer our standard of living a 
little (Equality). '"• 1645 
64. Schooling is desirable to the extent: 
that it aids a. person to have a 
successful career (Education). • 39 .• 39 
44, In order to be successful in life, as 
much sc;hooling as possible is needed 
(Education). • 52 , 52 
49. It is better to stick by what we have 
than t:o be looking for new ways 0f 
doing things that we really don't 
lcnow about (Change). • 30 • 37 
77. New ideas and ways of d0ing thing 1, 
sh0uld be based upon what has w0rked 
in the past (Change). • 29 • 29 
65, If called upon to do so, a citizen 
should be willing to sacrifice his life 
for his country (Nationalism)~ • 64 . 66 
61. One should always defend the honor 
of one's country whenever it is 
criticized (Nationalism). • 67 • 68 
56. In their ac:hions, people should con ... 
sider wbethe r or not ·their behavior 
will be ac;ceptable to others 
(Individualism). • ,50 • 5.1 
57. In their actiems, pe,ople should attempt 
to stay wi.thin the boundaries of social 
rules (Individualism). • 63 • 64 
. Mean: 
Sigm~ 
Alpha 
Original Scale 
53,53 
9,42 
• 77 
Mean 
Sigma 
Alpha 
Final Scale 
59. 71 
9. 71 
• 82 
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TABLE VII 
EMERGENT NORMATIVE PATTERN SCALE BY ITEMS 
Items 
80. In 0rder to lead a sucoessful life 
one should do whatever he wants to 
do, however he wants to do it 
(Work). 
74. One should be engaged. in activities 
which are fulfilling to oneself, 
rather than trying to become a 
success (Work), 
7 5. People ought to be guided by their 
own beliefs concerning right and 
wrong, not necessarily by what 
the Church tells them (Religi0n), 
73. Private beliefs are more impor .. 
tant in a personal religions exper-
ience than is Church attendance 
(Religi0n). 
72, Communal living is a pessible 
alternative for prevalent family 
patterns (Family), 
46. If a couple find getting along with 
each other a struggle, they should 
not feel obligated to remain 
married (Family), 
59. People should engage in sexual rela~ 
tions if they have mutual feelings 
for one another and not be bound by 
formal and legal rules (Sex). 
51, Men and women should find out if 
they are sexually suited befo!'e 
marriage (Sex). 
55. Others deserve our help even when 
they are doing nothing to help them .. 
selves (Humanitarianism). 
47. In order to help others in need, one 
sh0uld get personally ~nvolved with 
them (Humanitarianism). 
54, It is important to incorporate all 
people on an equal basis into our 
society, no matter how different 
their beliefs or what groups they are 
members of (Equality), 
0:1:'iginaL 
R 
Value 
(N = 969) 
, 48 
, 40 
, 54 
,AS 
• 61 
• 46 
, 64 
. 43 
, 32 
• 58 
Final 
R 
Value 
(N = 969) 
• 50 
,39 
. 53 
• 44 
. 62 
• 46 
• 71 
, 65 
• 44 
• 31 
• 58 
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TABLE VII (Continued) 
60. Everyone should have what he needs, 
because the important things we have 
belong to all of us (Equality). 
52. Schooling is not all that important in 
living in a successful life (Education). 
76. One of the pdmary reasons for 
attending school is to help an individ .. 
ual develop his own conceptions of 
life, morals, and value!;l (Educ;ation). 
48. Since nothing lasts forever, people 
should accept ways of thinking and 
doing which meet the needs of 
immediate situations (Change). 
78. Society should be quick to throw out 
old ideas and ways of doing things 
which no longer seem appropriate 
and adopt new ideas and customs 
(Change). 
69. People should not accept every-
thing their country does, rather 
they should raise questions pertain-. 
ing to nationaJ welfare (Nationalism) 
53, Loyalty to one's country should not 
win over loyalty to one's moral 
convictions (Nationalism). 
71, People should avoid dependence on 
persons er things, the center of 
life should be found within oneself 
(Individualism). 
79. People should think and act freely, 
without worrying about breaking 
soGial rules (I.pdividualism), 
. Mean 
· Sigma 
Alpha 
Original Scale 
59.36 
10,28 
.80 
Mean 
Sigma 
Alpha 
• 57 
, 28 
, 1906 
, 36 
• 49 
, 24 
. 45 
, 25 
• 57 
Fina~ Scale 
. 58 
. 29 
. 36 
, 48 
.45 
• 25 
• 59 
52,89 
9.97 
. 81 
Part Five of the questionnaire, Items 84 through 91 , focused 
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attention on c;urrent as well as past use of various drugs, Specifically, 
the questions pertained to current use of alcoh0l, cigarettes, cold 
remedies, barbiturates, amphetamines, and, marijuana. In addHion, 
Section Five als(') included a Marijuana Attitud(;'l Scale, pl"esented in 
Table VIII. The first four items were stated in a r,ositive fashion 
while the last item was stated negatively and reversed coded. 
TABLE VIII 
MARIJUANA ATTITUDE SCALE BY ITEMS 
Items 
Original and Final R Value 
{N :;; 969) 
92. Marijuana should be legalized. 
93. The major difference between using 
marijuana and ri1,lcoh0l is that 0n.e 
is illegal and the other is not, 
94. The penalties for u13ing marijuana 
are much too severe. 
95. It has been demonstrated in scientific 
stl.;ldies that marijuana is not add.ictive. 
96. Marijuana is addictive; that is, <:>nc:;e 
you start yol.;l will need more and 
more, 
Original and Final Scale: Mean 
Sigma 
Alpha 
• 88 
, 76 
, 86 
, 80 
, 71 
13. 59 
5,28 
• 86 
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All items on the Ma:djuana Attitude ScalE;i col:"related beyond the 
• 00 I level of statistical significance {the lowest correlati0n was • 7126, 
highly significant with almost 1, 000 respondents oomprising the 
sample), In addition, the alpha coefficient for this sqale, . 8604, 
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indicates a hi,gh degree of i.nternal consistency of the i.tems comprising 
the scale. 
After the questionnaires were received by th.is writer the items 
were coded, observed responses were punched on IBM cards, and a 
number of runs were made on the computer in order to test the formu-
lated hypotheses. Due to the nature of the selected sample and the 
employed measurement instrument foe collected data was tested by 
utilizing appropriate parametric statistical techniques. Student's t 1 
for both independent and dependi:;mt samples, as well as a Difference of 
Proportions test statistic were thus employed, In addition, before the 
calculation of Student's t, ,an F statistic was calculated as a 
control for unequal and equal variances (Blalock, 1972: 177~235), 
CHAPTER IV 
TEST OF THE MODEL 
The following is an examination of the findings relative to the 
formulated predicHens in this study, No summc1.ry Qr conclusions will 
be presented at this time •. Rather, the data will be p:J;1esented and 
analyzed with the use of Student I s t or Difference of Proportions 
statistical techniques. A ~omplete disc\lssion of the .finci!ings will be 
presented in Chapter V, 
The first hypothesis of the me>del was ce>ncerned with establishing 
value censensus between youth and adults, The Value Scale was c;em .. 
prised of ten L~kert scaled items. The total pos.sible sum for strong 
agl,"eement with all items ;making up the scale was fifty, with the total 
scale sum for an indifference scere being a total poi,sible thirty (three 
p0ints for each i~em falling in the indifference range). In viewing 
Table IX it is evident that this hypothesis h supported by the data. 
Both youth ;;ind adult gre>up means fall beyond the indif!erence range, 
indicating value acceptance by both groups. It is impo;i;tant to note 
however that a slight discre:pa..ncy exists between youth and adults with 
regard to the degree 0f acceptance of these values, That is, adults 
appear to more strongly accept the stated values than do youth. 'l'hus, 
while value consensus between these two greups exists, the degree of 
value acceptance between youth and adults is statistically significant 
( t :::: 7. 69 , P < • 05). 
TABLE IX 
VALUE CONSENSUS BETWEEN YOUTH AND ADULrfS 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = l, 14 
Adults 
(N :;: 557) 
43,74 
3,93 
t :;: 7, 69 df = 483. 5 
Youth 
(N = 412) 
41.69 
4.20 
P <. 05 
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In terms of normative dissensus between youth and adults it was 
hypothesized (Hypotheses Two, Three, Feur and Eight) that youth 
w<:mld interact to a greater extE;int with other youth and perceive this 
interaction to be m<;!re meaningful than with a.dult.s, that youth would 
accept emergent normative patterns to a greater extent than we>uld 
adults, and that they would have used marijuana and have a mc,:>re 
fav0rable attitude towa.rds marijuana than would adults. Tables X. XI, 
XII, and XIII present the ftndl.ngs relative to these hypotheses, 
As the data in Taole X indicates. youth intel."ac:t to a greater 
extent with other youth than with adults (t = 29. 79, P < , 05), Table 
XI presents the findings relative to the perceived meaningfulness af 
youth interaction with other y<:>uth and with adu.lte. In viewing the mean 
scores it is apparent that youth perceive their interaction with other 
youth to be more meaningful than their interaction with adults 
(t = 14. 06 , P < • 05) • 
TABLE X 
EXTENT OF YOUTH INTERACTION WITH 
YOUTH AND ADULTS 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 09 
Youth Interaction 
With Youth 
(N;: 412) 
3,02 
.65 
t = 29', 79 
Youth InteraqHon 
With Adults 
(N;: 412) 
• 62 
df ;: 411 P <. 05 
TABLE XI 
PERCEIVED MEANINGFULNESS OF YOUTH INTERACTION 
WITH YOUTH AND ADULTS 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 34 
More Meaningful 
Interaction With 
Youth 
(N = 412) 
24. 1845 
2.7957 
t = 14. 06 
Less Meaningful 
Interaction W~th 
Adults 
(N ::i 412) 
21.2549 
3.2330 
elf ;: 822 P <, 05 
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Table XII foe uses attention on the ac;;ceptance <;>£ emergent norm~ 
ative patterns, It is important to note tha~ the total possible scale sum 
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for the items comprhing this scale would be ninety; the indifference 
range being a total p<:>s$iQle sc::o;re 0f fifty .. fou;r (three scale points for 
each item in the indifference range). The youth mean fer this scale 
fell well beyend this indifference range while the adult scale mean fell 
below the indifference score, This indicates that youth were m0re 
accepting of the emergent normative patterns than were adults, Thus, 
Hypothe.sis Four was substantiated by the data (t = 22. 44, P < • 05). 
TABLE :XII 
YOUTH AND ADULT ACCEPTANCE OF EMERGENT 
NORMATIVE PATTERNS 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1.25 
You.th Acceptance 
ef Emergent N0rms 
(N z 412) 
59,75 
8.55 
t = 22. 44 
Adult Ac;ceptance 
of Emergent Norms 
(N = 557) 
df = 483, 5 
47,82 
7.65 
P <. 05 
Hypo the sis Eight is concerned. with the extent to which marijuana 
has been used by youth and adults and the favorableness or unfavorable .. 
ness of attitudes towards marijuana h~ld by these two groups, It was 
hypothesized that yeu,th will have used marijuana to a greater extent 
than will have adults and that youth will in turn hold a mere favorable 
attitude towards marijuana than will adults. Tables XlII and XIV 
present information pertinent to the substantiation of this hypothesis. 
>!:: 
TABLE XIII 
EXTENT OF MARIJUANA USE BY YOUTH AND ADULTS 
BY MARIJUANA USE 
Use of Marijuana 
Have Used Marijuana 
Y0uth 
(N = 411) 
172 (4L 8) 
Have Not Used Marijuana 2;39 (58, 2) 
Z = 1280. 13 
P <, 05 
The nu,mber in parentheses is the percentage. 
TABLE XIV 
>!< 
Adults 
(N = 548) 
14(2.6) 
534 (97. 4) 
YOUTH AND ADULT ATTITUDE TOWARDS MARIJUANA 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = I. 56 
Yob.th 
(N = 412) 
16. 96 
4.96 
t=l9.76 df = 483, 5 
Adults 
(N = 557) 
11. 10 
P <. 05 
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It is evident in viewing Tables XIII and XIV that both hypotheses 
are substantiated, Youth were found to differ significantly from adults 
in terms of having used marijuana {Table XIII, Z = 1280. 13) and with 
regard to favorableness of attitude towards marijuana ~ youth having a 
more favorable attitude {Table XIV, t = 19, 76, P <, 05), 
In terms of these first four major hypotheses, positing a differ-
ence between youth and adults with regard to interaction, meanlngful-
ne ss of interaction, normative ac:oeptance. use of marijuana, and 
attitude towards marijuana, the results overwhelmingly substantiate 
the predicted directions in each <:;ase (all hyp0theses were statistically 
sigr~ificant beyond the , 05 level of significance). 
Tables XV, XVI, and XVII pre sent data concerning differencei:i 
between adults and yoµ.th with regard to interaction, meaqingfulness of 
interac;tion, and n1nmative acceptance (Hypotheses Five, Sb:, and 
Seven), As indicated in Table XV, adults significantly differ from 
youth in terms of extent of interaction (t = 17. 09, P <. 05). It is 
apparent that adults interact more frequently with other adults than 
with youth, eubstantiat:ing the di;recti(')n posited with regard to 
. Hypothesis Five. 
The Si,xth Hypothesis in thii,; study focused attention on perceived 
meaningfulness of interactir;m between adults with other adults and 
between adults with youth. As presented in Table XVI the data 
substantiate the hypothesis that adults will perceive their interacti0n 
with other adults to be more meaningful than their interacticm with 
youth (t = 6.46, P < ,05)~ 
TABLE XV 
EXTENT OF ADULT INTERACTION WITH ADULTS 
AND YOUTH 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 37 
Adult Interaction 
With. Adults 
(N = 557) 
2,59 
. 61 
Adult Interaction 
With Youth 
(N = 557) 
. 71 
t=l7.09 df :: 556 P <. 05 
TABLE XVI 
PERCEIVED MEANINGFULNESS OF ADULT INTER.ACTION 
WITH ADULTS AND YOUTH 
MeQ.n 
. Sigma 
F :: I. 37 
More Meaningful 
InteractLon WUh 
Adults 
(N = 557) 
2;3.71 
2,85 
t = 6. 46 df = 556 
··-· 
. Le f;l s Meaningful 
Interaction With 
Youth 
(N = 557) 
22.76 
3,34 
P <, 05 
The final hypothe$is in this seqtion dealt w\th the acceptance of 
established normaHve patterns, As in the case of the emergenh 
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normative pattern sc;ale 1 items comprising the established n<1>rmaHve 
pattern scale totaled eighteen leading to a final possible scale total of 
ninety. The indi£ferepce range wou.ld then be a possible total of fifty-
four (three scale points for eac;h item in the indifference range), As 
noted in Table XVLI, the adult mean for this particular scale was well 
beyond this indifference range, On the other hand, although the youth 
mean was below this range it was not as far below as the adult mean 
on the emergent normative pattern scale. It is importapt to note 
h0wever that adults differed significantly from youth in terms of adult 
acceptance of established normative patterns (t = 19, 59, P <, 05). 
TABLE XVU 
ADULT AND YOUTH ACCEPTANCE OF ESTABLISHED 
NORMATIVE PATTERNS 
Mean, 
Sigma 
F ::.: 1, 48 
Adult Ac;;ceptanc::;e 
of Established Norms 
(N = 557) 
64. 16 
7,49 
t = 19. 59 
Youth Acceptance 
of Establ'Lshed Norms 
(N = 412) 
df = 483. 5 
53.69 
9, 10 
P <. 05 
The hypothes~s related to adult !nterac:;tion 1 meaningfulness of 
interaction with other adults and normative pattern acceptance were 
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substantiated, In all cases the findings were 13tatistically significant 
beyond the • 05 leyel of significance. 'l'hus, in te;rms of the hypothe~ 
sized predictions with regard to normative dis sens us between groups 
(i. e,, youth and adults) all findings led to the acceptance of the posited 
predictions. Youth and adults differ significantly with regard to whom 
they interact with, hpw meaningful this interaction is perceived, the 
normative patterns accepted, the use 0f marijuana, and their attitudes 
towards marijuana. 
It was further hypothesized that in addition to value consensus 
and normative dissensus between youth and adults there WC!mld exist 
normative dissensus between individuals in these two groups. The 
first major hypothesis with regard to individual variations within the 
youth and adult groups focused attention on youth interaction with other 
youth and normative pattern acceptance, use of marijuana, and 
attitudes towards marijuana. As noted in Table XVIII, Hypothesis 
Nine was not substantiated by the data. However, the data indicate 
that youth who interact more with other youth have used marijuana to 
a greater extent and they do have a more favorable attitude towards 
marijuana, although the diffe re nee s are not significant, It is also 
important to note that no significant difference was found between y0uth 
who interact with other youth, corn.pared with youth who interact less 
with other youth and emergent normative pattern acceptance. 
Additionally, the difference that did exist was in the opposite direction 
than that which was predicted. 
The tenth hypo the sis in this study focused attention on the 
differences existing between youth who perceived their interaction with 
other youth to be more meaningful, compared with youth who perceived 
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their interaction with youth to be less meaningful, in terms of emergent 
and established normative pattern acc;eptance, use of marijuana, and 
TABLE XVIII 
YOUTH INTERACTION WITH OTHER YOUTH 
BY FOUR VARIABLES 
Variables 
Interact More With 
Other Youth 
Emer&ent Norm Acc:eptance: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F=l.11 t = -,63 
Established Norm Ac;ceptance; 
Mean 
Sigma 
F ::: 1. 08 
Use of !Vlarijuan;;i: 
t:: ,81 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have Not Used Marijuana 
Z == • 74 
(N ::: 552) 
59,64 
8,48 
df = 410 
53.83 
9, 15 
df = 352 
149 (42, 5) >~ 
202 (57,5) 
P >. 05 
Favorable Attitude Towards Mariiuana: 
, rn R . 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 32 t = . 63 
17.02 
4.85 
df = 410 
,,, 
"The number in parentheses is the percentage. 
Interact Less With 
Other Youth 
(N ::: 59) 
60.39 
8.95 
P >. 05 
52,80 
8.82 
P >. 05 
22(37.3) 
37 (62. 7) 
16,58 
5, 56 
P >. 05 
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favorable attitude towards marijuana. The results of the datc1, pertain-
ing to this hypothesis is presented in Table XIX. 
TABLE XI:X 
YOUTH PERCEIVED MEANINGFULNESS OF INTERACTION 
WITH OTHER YOUTH BY FOUR VARIABLES 
Variables 
More Meaningfulness 
of Interaction With 
Other Youth 
Emergent Norm Acceptance: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 17 t=~l,79 
Established Norm Acceptance: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F :.:: 1, 08 
Use of Marijuana: 
- µ 
t = 2, 65 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have Not Used Marijuana 
Z = , 22 
(N = 211) 
59,02 
8.84 
df = 410 
54.84 
8.87 
df = 410 
, .. 
89(42.4)" 
121 {57.6) 
P >. 05 
F~vorable Attitude, Tow,ards Marijuana: 
~(j 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = l, 03 t = • ';;7 
17, 15 
5,00 
df = 410 
The number in parentheses is the perGentage, 
Less Meaningfulness 
of Interaction With 
Other Ycmth 
(N = 201) 
60.52 
8. 16 
P <. 05 
52.48 
9, 19 
P <, 05 
83 (41. 3) 
118 (58. 7) 
16,87 
4.92 
P >, 05 
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As pre!\lented in T'able XIX, the findings do not substantiate 
Hypothesis Ten. It is imp0rtant to note however that a significant 
difference exists between youth who perceive their interaction with 
other youth to be m0re meaningful, compared with youth who perceive 
their interaction with other youth to be less meaningful, and emergent 
normative pattern acc:eptance as well as established normative pattern 
acceptance, However, these differenc:es, while significant, were not 
in the direcUons predicted, No significant differences were found to 
exist between perceived meaningfulness of interaction of youth with 
other youth and the use of marijuana and favorableness of attitude 
towards marijuana, although the differenc:es which were found to exist 
were in the predicted directions. 
Hypothesis Eleven (subparts A through D) foc::used attenti(!)n on 
youth interaction with adults and normative pa.Hern acceptance, use of 
marijuana, and attUude towards marijuana, As noted in Table XX, 
this hypothesis was not substantiated by the data. That is, youth who 
interact more with adults, compared with youth who interact less with 
adults, were found to acc;ept emergent normative patterns to a, lesser 
extent, acc:epted established normative patterns to a greater extent, 
have used marijuana to a lesser extent, and have a less favorable 
attitude towards marijuana, However, the difference between yo1ilth 
who perceived their interaction with other youth to be more meaningful, 
compared with y0uth who perceived this interaction to be less meaning-
ful, and emergent normative pattern acceptance was not statistically 
significant. 
The next hypothesis in this study (Hypothesis Twelve - subparts 
A through D) focused attention on the perceived meaningfulness of 
TABLE XX 
YOUTH INTERACTION WITH ADULTS 
BY FOUR VARIABLES 
Variables 
Emergent Norm Acceetane,e; 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = l,40 t = .. , 55 
Established Norm Ac;c;;eptance: 
'Z\ I 
Mean 
Sigma 
F :::; 1. 12 
Use of Marijuana: 
;, 
t;; 3,45 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have ~ Used Ma:rijuana , 
z =- -3.69 
Interact Mere 
With Adults 
(N = 210) 
59,52 
7.81 
df = 204. 5 
55. 19 
9.22 
df = 204, 5 
69 (33. 0) )~ 
140 (67. O) 
P <, 05 
Favorable Attitude Towards Marijuan<;l; 
; . ' ¥ 
* 
Mean 
Sigma 
F:::: l. 05 t=-.2.43 
16.39 
4,98 
df :;;: 204, 5 
The number in parentheses is the percentage, 
Interact Less 
With Adults 
(N = 202) 
59.98 
9,25 
P >, 05 
52. 13 
8,71 
P <. 05 
103 (51. O) 
99 (49. 0) 
17.56 
4,86 
P <. 05 
interaction of youth with adults. It was hyp0thesized that youth who 
perceived their interaction with adults to be more meaningful, 
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compared with youth who perceived their interai;:Hon with aduHs t0 be 
lesss,meaningful~ would: (A) acc;ept emergent normative patterns to 
a lesser extent; (B) ac;cept established normative patterns to a greater 
extent; (C) have used marijuana to a lesser extent; and (D) have a less 
favorable attitude towarcl.s mc:1-:rijuana. As indieated in Table XXI the 
findings were all statiatically signifkant at the . 05 level of signific;ance 
thus substantiatin~ this hypothesia, 
In order to further investigate within group va:dations the youth 
sample was analyzed in terms of extent of interaction with other youth 
and adults and how this interaction was related to normative pattern 
acceptanc(:l, use of marijuana, and atHtude towards marijuana 
(Hypothesis Thirteen). The findings, as presented in Table XXII, do 
not substantiate this hypothesis. In viewing Table XXII it can be seen 
that all differences which were found to exist were in the predicted 
directiens, However, only one of the predictions ~.,. that pertaining to 
use of marijuana ... was statistically significant. 
Hyp0thesis F<;>urteen (subparts A through D) focused attenticrm 
on the perceived meaningfulness of interact~on between youth and other 
youth and between youth arid adults. It was predicted that youth who 
perceive their interactien with other youth to be more meaningful than 
their interaotion with adults, compared with youth who perceive their 
interaction with other youth to be less meaningful than their interaction 
with adults, would: (A) accept emergent normative patterns to a 
greater extent ~ .. No significant differenc:e was found. to exist; 
(B) accept established normative patterns to a lesser extent .. ~ No 
significant difference was found to exist; (C) have used marijuana to 
a greater extent .. - A signific;ant difference was fo'µnd to exist; and 
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(D) have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana --, A significant 
difference was found to exist. While only parts C and D were found 
TABLE XXI 
YOUTH PERCEIVED MEANINGFULNESS OF INTERACTION 
WITH ADULTS BY' FOUR VARIABLES 
Variables 
More Meaningfulness 
of Interaction With 
Adults 
Emergent Norm AcceEtance: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 31 t = -3. 52 
Established Norm Acceptance: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = I. 03 
Use of Marijuana: 
t = 5, 42 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have Not Used Marijuana 
Z = 17.12 
(N = 203) 
58.27 
7.83 
df = 206 
56.07 
8,86 
df = 4. 12 
61 .(30. 2)* 
141 (69. 8) 
P <. 05 
Favorable Attitude Towards Marijuana: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 13 t = 05. 20 
15, 7 1 
4.65 
df = 206 
*The number in parentheses is the percentage. 
Less Meaningfulness 
of Interaction With 
Adults 
(N = 209) 
61. 19 
8.96 
P <. 05 
51. 37 
8.73 
P <. 05 
111 {53. 1) 
98 (46. 9) 
18. 1,8 
4.95 
P <. 05 
TABLE XXII 
YOUTH INTERACTION WITH YOUTH AND ADULTS 
BY FOUR VARIABLES 
Variables 
Emergent Norm Acceptance: 
I . 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1,04 t = • 15 
Eatablished Norm Acceptance: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F:;: 1. 80 
Use of Marijuana; 
t = -1. 06 
Have. Used Marijuana 
Have~ Used· Marijuana 
Z = 2, 86 
Inter1:1,ct More 
With Youth 
(N = 367) 
59,75 
8,47 
df = 376 
53. 58 
9. 15 
df :;:: 188 
158 (43, 2)* 
208 (56. 8) 
p < • .05 
Favorable Attitude Tow,ar,ds Mari,juc3;na: 
Mean 
Sig:rna 
F = 1. 27 t = l.25 
17, 06 
4.64 
df::; 376 
*The number in p1:1,rentheses is the percentage. 
Interact ~,fore 
With Adults 
(N = 11) 
59,36 
8.64 
P >. 05 
56.54 
6,81 
P >. 05 
0 ( 0. 0) 
11 ( 100, O) 
· 15. 2 7 
5,24 
P >. 05 
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to be statistically significant it ls importap.t to note that all differences 
found to ex:~st were in the directions pre<d,icted, The results are 
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presented in Table XXIII. 
TABLE XXIII 
YOUTH PERCEIVED MEANINGFULNESS OF INTERACTION 
WITH YOUTH AND ADULTS BY FOUR VARIABLES 
Variables 
More Meani,ngfulness 
9£ Interaction With 
Youth 
Emergent Norm Acceptance; 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = l, 18 t= 1.51 
Established Norm Acceptanc;e: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 05 
Use of Madjuana; 
t = -1, 45 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have Net Used Marijuana 
(N = 309) 
60, 14 
8.62 
df = 377 
53,32 
9,01 
df = 377 
141 (45, 8) ):~ 
167(54,2) 
P <. 05 
Favorable Attitude Towa.rds Marijuana: 
I 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 22 t = 2. 54 
17,34 
5,00 
df = 377 
* . ' . . ' ... ,. ' . 
The number in parentheses is the percentage. 
More Meaningfulness 
of Interac;tion With 
Adults 
(N = 70) 
58,44 
7,94 
P >. 05 
55.06 
9. 221 
P >. 05 
20 (28, 6) 
50 (72. 4) 
15,69 
4,52 
P <. 05 
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The FUteenth Hypothesis (subparts A and B) predicted that 
youth who accept emergent normative patterns more, compared with 
youth who accept emergent normative patt(;!rns less, will: (A) have 
used marijuana to a greater extent: and (B) have a more favorable 
attitude towards marijuana, As indicated in Table XXIV the results 
substantiate this hypothesis. 
The next hypothesis, number sixteen (parts A and B), focused 
attention on established normative pattern acceptance and the use of 
marijuana, as well as attitudes towards marijuana. Specifically, it 
was hypothesized that youth who accept established normative patterns 
TABLE XXIV 
YOUTH EMERGENT NORMATIVE PATTERN ACCEPTANCE 
BY TWO VARIABLES 
Variables 
Use of Marijuana,: 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have Not Used Marijuana 
Accept Emergent 
Norms More 
(N == 212) 
122 (57. 6) >l¢ 
90 (42. 5) 
Z = 6.66 P <, 05 
Favorable Attitude Towards Marijuana: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F=l.11 t==l0.63 
19,20 
4,28 
df = 410 
,:~The number in parentheses is the percentage. 
Accept Erne rgent 
Norms Less 
(N ::: 200) 
50 (25. 1) 
149 (74. 9) 
14.59 
4.51 
P <. 05 
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more, compared with youth who ac;cept e stabli.shed normative patterns 
les13, will: (A) have used madjuana to a lesser extent; and (B) have 
a less favorable attitude toward$ marijuana. As presented in Table 
XXV, the findings were statistically significant, substantiating this 
hypothesis. 
'l'he final hypothesis (Hypothesis Seventeen) with regard to 
normative dissensus within the youth group was phit'ased in the follow-
ing manner: youth who accept emergent normative patterns more than 
they accept established normative patterns, compared with youth who 
accept emergent normative patterns less than they accept established 
TABLE XXV 
YOUTH ESTABLISHED NORMATIVE PATTERN ACCEPTANCE 
BY TWO VARIABLES 
Variables 
Use of Marijuana; 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have Not Used Marijuana 
Accept Established 
Norms More 
(N=210) 
61- (29. o.t 
149(71,0) 
Z ::: -5. 37 P <. 05 
Favorable Attitude Towards Marijuana: 
' 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 47 t = ~8, 66 
15.07 
4,96 
df = 205 
,:~The number in parentheses is the percentage. 
Accept Established 
Norms Less 
(N = 20 l) 
111 (55, 2) 
90 (44, 8) 
18.95 
4. 10 
P <, 05 
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normative patterns, will: (A) have used marijuana to a greater extent; 
and (B) have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana. As 
indicated in Table XXVI, the findings were statistically significant in 
the directions predicted thus substanHating this hypothesis, 
TABLE XXVI 
YOUTH ACCEPTANCE OF EMERGENT NORMATIVE PATTERNS-
ESTABLISHED NORMATIVE PATTERNS 
Variables 
BY TWO VARIABLES 
Accept Emergent 
Norms More Than 
Established Norms 
' .. · (N = 2 52) 
Accept Established 
N0rms More Than 
Emergent Nor~s 
(N = 145) 
Use of Marijuana: 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have Not Used Marijuaq.a 
.........,.. 
Z = 6. 29 
* 136 {54. 0) 
116 (46. O) 
P <. 05 
Favorable Att~tude Toward!? Ma:rijuana: 
.; 
,:~ 
Mean 
· Sigma 
F = I, 12. t = 10.62 
18,76 
4.33 
df = 395 
The number in parentheses is hhe percentage. 
31 (21. 5) 
113 (78. 5) 
13. 86 
4.59 
P <. 05 
Hypothesis Eighteen focused attention on adult interaction with 
other adults and normative pat~e rn a,;:;ceptance, l,lse of marijuana, and 
attitudes towards madjuana. As noted in Table XXVII, thishypoth~sis 
TABLE XXVII 
ADULT INTERACTION WITH OTHER ADULTS 
BY FOUR V-f'\RIABLES 
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Variables 
Interact More With 
Other Adults 
Interact Less With 
Other Adults 
Emergent Norm A<;ceptance: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. OS t = -2, 14 
Established Norm Accept<;1-nce: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 15 
Use of Marijuana, 
t = • 05 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have~ Used, Mc:1,rijuana 
z ::; . 3 l 
(N ::; ~30) 
47,23 
7,58 
df = 554 
64. 15 
7,68 
df = 554 
10 ( 3. l)* 
312 (97.9) 
P >. 05 
Favorable Atti.tude. T~wards, Marij1~ana: 
* 
Mean 
Stgma 
F = 1. 06 t ;;: ~ . 30 
11. 06 
3.92 
df "" 554 
The number in parentheses is the percentage. 
(N = 226) 
48,64 
7,68 
P <. 05 
64. 12 
7. 17 
P >. 05 
4 ( 1. 8) 
221(98.2) 
11. 17 
4.04 
P >. 05 
was not substantiated by the data, However, the data indicate that 
adults who interact more with other adults, c;ompared with adults who 
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interact less with other adults, do accept emergent normative patterns 
t0 a lesser extent. This finding was statistically signifiaant at the . 05 
level of significance and was in the direction predicted in the hypothesis. 
It is important to note however that although subparts B and D (accept-
ance of established norms and attitude towards marijuana) were in the 
direction predicted, they were not statistically significant. It should 
be further noted that subpart C - ~ dealing with use of marijuana - -
was found to be in the direction opposite that which was predicted. 
The Nineteenth Hypothesis in this study foc:us~d athention on the 
differences existing between adults who perceived their interaction with 
other adults to be more meaningful, compared with adults who 
perceived this interaction to be less meaningful, in terms of emergent 
and established normative pattern acceptance, use of marijuana, and 
attitude towards marijuana. The results of the data pertaining to thii, 
hypothesis are presented in Table XXVIII. In viewing this table it is 
apparent that adults who perceive their interaction with other adults as 
being more meaningful, compared with adults who perceive their inter-
action as being less meaningful, were found to aocept emergent norm-
ative patterns to a lesser extent, although the difference was not 
statistically significant. It is also apparent that adults who perceive 
their interacti0n to be more meaningful accept established normative 
patterns to a greater extent and have a less favorable attitude towards 
marijuana. Both of these findin,gi, were statistically significant at the 
• 05 level of significance. However1 in terms of having used marijuana, 
the difference which was found to exist, alth0ugh not statistically 
significant, was in the direction opposite than that which was predicted. 
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TABLE XXVIII 
ADULT PERCEIVED MEANINGFULNESS OF INTERACTION 
WITH OTHER ADULTS BY FOUR VARIABLES 
Variables 
More Meaningfulness 
of Interaction With 
Other Adults 
(N = :321) 
Emergent Norm Acceptance: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 09 t=~l.21 
Established Norm Acceptc1,nce: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 03 
Use of Madjuana: 
t = 2.92 
Have Used Mar:i,.juana 
Have~ Used, Marijuana 
Z o • 54 
47.48 
7.78 
df = 555 
64,71 
7,42 
df ;;: 555 
* 9 ( 2, 9) 
305 (97. 1) 
P >, 05 
Favorable Attitude Towards Mar~jua~a: 
,r~ 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 24 t=-1.93 
10.83 
4. 13 
df = 555 
The number in parentheses is the percentage, 
Less Meaningfulness 
of Interaction With 
Other Adults 
(N = 236) 
48.28 
7.46 
P >. 05 
63.41 
7.52 
P <. 05 
5 ( 2. 1) 
229 (97. 9) 
11.48 
3.71 
P <. 05 
Table XXIX presents the findings relevant to Hypothesis Twenty. 
It was predicted that adults who interact more with youth, compared 
TABLE XXIX 
ADULT INTERACTION WITH YOUTH 
BY FOUR VARIABLES 
Variables 
Emergent Norm Acceptance: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1, 28 t = 1. 84 
Established Nor1;!1 Acc;;e:etance: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1, 15 
Use of ~r~juana: 
. ' 
t = ... 80 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have Not Used Marijuana 
Z = • 15 
Interact More 
With Youth 
(N = 398) 
48,21 
7.83 
df = 277 
63.73 
7,87 
df ;:;: 554 
* 10 ( 2, 6) 
381 (97,4) 
P >, 05 
Favorable Attitude Towards Marijuana: 
i I, 4 -
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1.37 t = , 57 
11. 17 
4, 13 
df = 554 
* ... . . . . . . . .. 
The number in parentheses is the percentage. 
Interact Lel,!s 
With You.th 
(N = 158) 
46,97 
6,92 
P <. 05 
64.31 
7.33 
P >, 05 
4 ( 2.6) 
152 (97. 4) 
10.97 
;3, 53 
P >. 05 
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with adults who interact less with youth, would; (A) accept emergent: 
normative patterns to a greater extent; (B) accept established 
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normative patterns t<::> a lesser extent; (C) have used marijuana to a 
greater extent; and (D) have a more favorable attitude towards 
marijuana. ln viewing Table XXIX it is important to note that the 
direction of the predic:tions was correct, However, the hypothesis is 
not substantiated dµe to the fact that predictions B, C, and D were 
not statistically significant, although differences were found to exist, 
The next hypothesis in this study --. Hypothesis Twenty-One ~-
focused attention on the perceived meaningfulness of interaction of 
adults with y0uth. It was hyp0thesized that adults who perceived their 
interaction with youth as being more meaningful, c0mpared with adults 
wh0 perceived their interaction with youth as being less meaningful, 
would: (A) accept emergE;Jnt normative patterns to a greater extent; 
(B) accept established normative patterns to a Lesse:r extent; (C) have 
used marijuana to a grt;Jater extent; and (D) have a more favorable 
attitude towards marijuana, As indicated in Table XXX 1 the findings 
do not substantiate this hypothE;Jsis. In terms e>f emergent normative 
pattern acceptance a difference was found to exist; however, this 
difference was not ~tatisti.cally significant. In addition, with regard to 
established normative pattern acceptance, not only was the difference 
which was found significant but it was in the direction opposite to that 
which was predicted. Also, in viewing Table XXX it is .apparent that 
a significant diffe re nee was found to exist with regard to the use of 
marijuana; this was in the direction predicted, On the other hand, in 
terms of attitude towards marijuana, not only was the difference which 
existed non-significant but it was not in the direction predicted in the 
hyp,othe sis. 
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In order to further investigate variations within the adult sample 
it was hypothesized that adults who interact more with other adults 
than with youth, compal'ed with adults who interact less with 0ther 
adults than with youth, would: (A) accept emergent normative patterns 
to a lesser e:,ctent: (-B) accept established normative patterns t0 a 
greater extent: (C) have used marijuana to a lesser extent; and (D) 
have a less favorable attitude ttowards marijuana, The findings 
relevant to a test 0£ this hypothesis (See Table XXXI) do not sub ... 
stantiate these pi;-edic;;tions, although differences were fotlnd to exist 
in the predicted directions in the following cases: (A) acceptance of 
emergent normative patterns to a lesser extent ... "' statistically signifi-
cant at the • 05 level of significane;e; (C) have used marijuana t0 a 
lesser extent ~- not statistically signifj,cant: and (D) have a less 
favorable attitude towards marijual'.').a ~ .. not statisHc;;ally significant. 
On the 0ther hand, in terms of established norm acceptance, although 
not statist:icalLy signincant, the d.ifference which was found to exist 
was in the direction opposite that which was predic;ted. 
Hypothesis Twenty-three focused attenth>n on the perceived 
meaningfulness of interaction between adults and other adults and 
between aduits and youth, It was predicted that adults who perceived 
' 
their interacti?n with ~ther adults to be m®re meaningful than their 
interaction with youth, compared with adults who peJ."ceived their 
interaction with other adults to be less meaningful than their inter-
action with youth, would: (A) accept eme;t"gent normative patterns to 
a lesser extent; (B) accept established normative patterns to a greater 
extent; (C) have used marijuana to a lesser extent; and (D) have a 
less favorable attitude attitude towards :rparijuana. The findings are 
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presented in Table XXXII. It is important in viewing this table to note 
that the findings do not subs;tantiate the hypothesis a.lthough subpart A 
TABLE XXX 
ADULT PERCEIVED MEANINGFULNESS OF INTERACTION 
WITH YOUTH BY FOUR VARIABLES 
Variables 
More Meaningfulness 
of Interaction Wi~h 
Youth 
(N = 319) 
Emergent Norm Acceptance! 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = l, 02 t = • 83 
Established Norm Acceptance; 
Mean 
Sigma 
F == 1,02 
Use of Marijuana: 
I 
t = 3. 07 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have Not Used Marijuana 
......,.._ 
48,05 
7.68 
df = 555 
65,00 
7.46 
df = 555 
11(3,5/ 
~03 (96. 5) 
P <. 05 
Fav0rable Attitude T0wards Marijuana: 
. . . . . l 
* 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 29 t = ... 15 
11. 08 
4. 17 
df=277,5 
The number in parentheses is the percentage. 
Less Meaningfulness 
of Interaction With 
Youth 
(N ::: 238) 
47,51 
7. 61 
P >. 05 
63.04 
7.38 
P <. 05 
3( 1.3) 
23 l (98, 7) 
11. 13 
S.67 
P >. 05 
TABLE XXXI 
ADULT INTERACTION WITH ADULTS AND YOUTH 
BY FOUR VARIABLES 
Variables 
Erne rgent Norm Acceptance: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 37 t= .. 1.88 
Established Norm Ac,ce:ptance: 
Mean 
Stgma 
F = 1. 55 
Use of Marijuana: 
t = - • 7 5 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have Not Used Marijuana 
Z ::: ~, 58 
Interact More 
With Adults 
(N = 349) 
47.29 
7.42 
df = 200 
63.81 
7.61 
df = 200 
7 ( 1. 9) >!~ 
364 (98.1) 
P >, 05 
Favorable Attitude Towards Marijuana: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = I. 12 t = ~ • 73 
11, 13 
3.81 
df = 400 
,:~The number in parentheses is the percentage, 
Interact More 
With Youth 
(N = 53) 
49, 40 
8.69 
P <. 05 
64.63 
6. 12 
P >. 05 
1 ( 3. 5) 
28 (96.5) 
11. 55 
4.04 
P >. 05 
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TABLE XXXII 
ADULT PERCEIVED MEANINGFULNESS OF INTERACTION 
WITH ADULTS AND YOUTH BY FOUR VARIABLES 
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Variables 
More Meaningfulness 
of Inte rac;tion With 
Adults 
More Meaningfulness 
of Interaction With 
Youth 
Emergent Norm Acceptance: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 02 t=-1.91 
Established Norm Acceptan~e: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = l, 54 
Use of Marijuana: 
t = , 29 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have Not Used Marijuana 
Z = .. 1,01 
(N = 304) 
47,46 
7,69 
df = 466 
64.09 
6.77 
df = 2;3~ 
5 ( 1, 7) ::}; 
294(98.3) 
P >. 05 
Favorable Attitude Taw;ar~s M~rijucl.na: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F = 1. 12 t = ~ l, 52 
10.94 
3,87 
df = 466 
,:~The number in parentheses is the perc;entage, 
(N = 164) 
48,88 
7, 61 
P <. 05 
63.88 
8,40 
P >. 05 
5 ( 3. 1) 
156 (96. 9) 
11 I 52 
4. 10 
P >. 05 
(dealing with acceptance of eme:rgent normci.tive patterns to a lesser 
extent) was found to be staHstically significant in the predicted 
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direcbion, On the other band, while none of the other subparts of this 
hypothesis were found to be statistioaLly significant it is important to 
note that the differences found to exist were in the directions predicted. 
The ".l;'wenty ... fourth Hypothesis (subparts A and B) focused 
attention on emergent normative pattern acceptance and the use of 
marijuana, as well as attitudes towards marijuana. Specifically , it 
was hypothesized that adults who accept emergent normative patterns 
more, compared with adults who accept emergent normative patterns 
less, will: (A) have used marijuana to a greater extent; and (B) have 
a more favorable attitude towards marijq.ana, As presented in Table 
XXXIII, the findings indicate that adults who accept emergent norma~ 
tive patterns more, compared with adults who accept emergent norm-
ative patterns less, have used marijuana to a greater extent (not 
statistically significant - .... dHference found to exii:;t in the predicted 
direction). In addition, the findings also indicate that adults who 
accept emergent normative patterns more, compared with adults who 
accept emergent normative patterns less, have a more favorable 
attitude towards marijuana (statistically signific;ant -- differenc;e 
found to exist in the predicted direc;tion). 
The Twenty-fifth Hypothesis (subparts A and. B) predicted that 
adults who accept e i:;tq.blished normative patterns more, compared 
with adults who accept established normative patterns less, will: 
(A) have used marijuana to a lesser extent; and (B) have a less 
favorable attitude towards marijuana. As indicated in Table XXXIV, 
the results are statistically significant at the , 05 level of significance, 
thus substantiating this hypothesis, 
83 
TABLE XXXIII 
ADULT EMERGENT NORMATIVE PATTERN ACCEPTANCE 
BY TWO VARIABLES 
Va:dables 
Use of MaJ;"ijuana; 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have B2! Used Marijuana 
Accept Emergent 
N0rms M0re 
(N :: 279) 
9 ( ;3,3)* 
264 (96. 7) 
Z :; 1. 10 P >. 05 
Favorable· AtUtude Towards Marijuana: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F :: 1. 44 t c::: 6, 33 
12. 13 
4. 17 
df :: 277. $ 
* .. . .. .. . . . 
The nutnbe:r in parenthesis is the percentage. 
Accept Emergent 
Norms Less 
(N = 278) 
5( 1.8) 
270 (98, Z) 
10.07 
3.47 
P <. 05 
TABLE XXXIV 
ADULT ESTABLISHED NORMA'rIVE PATTERN 
ACCEPTANCE BY TWO VARIABLES 
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Variables 
Acc;ept Established 
Norms More 
Accept Established 
Norms Less 
Use of Marijuana: 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have Not Used Marijuana 
z,:; ,..L 78 
(N ;;: 287) 
4( 1,4) ~:~ 
281 (98, 6) 
P <. 05 
Favorable Attitude Towards Marijuana: 
Mean 
Sigma 
F ;;: 1. 30 t ;;: ~5. 70 
lo. 19 
3,60 
df=277,5 
*The number in parentheses is the percentage. 
(N ;;: 270) 
10 ( 3.8) 
253 (96, 2) 
12.07 
4. 11 
P <. 05 
The final hypo the s~s (Hypothesis Twenty,,.,six) with regard to 
normative dis sensus within the adult group was phrased in the following 
manner: adults who aqcept emergent normative patterns more than 
they acc;ept established normative patterns, <,:;0mpared with adults who 
accept emergent normative r:,atterns less than they aqcept established 
normative pattern:s, wiU, (A) have used marijuana to a greater extent; 
and (B) have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana. As 
indicated in Table XXXV 1 the findings were statistically significant in 
the directions predicted 1 thus substantiating thLs hypothesis. 
TABLE XXXV 
ADULT ACCEP'J;'ANCE OF EMERGENT NORMATIVE PATTERNS~ 
ESTABLISHED NORMATIVE PATTERNS 
VariabLes 
BY TWO VARIABLES 
Accept Emergent 
Norms More Thcl.n 
Established Norms 
(N = 42) 
Use of Mari;juana: 
Have Used Marijuana 
Have Not Used Marijuana 
Z = 1.98 
3(7,3) :::< 
38 (92, 7) 
P <. 05 
Favorable Attitude Towards Marijuana: 
:::< 
Mean 
Sigma 
F :: 1, 84 t = 6, 26 
15, 52 
4.89 
df = 274 
The number in parentheses is the percentagei 
Accept Established 
Norms More Than 
Emergent Norms 
(N :: 508) 
11(2.2) 
489(97.8) 
10.69 
3. 61 
P <. 05 
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The findings of this study have shown that many of the hypotheses 
were substantiated while at the same ti.me various other hypotheses 
were found not to be 1:mbstantiated by the data. Furthermore, the 
findings of this study present a number of questions which may readily 
be utilized for further research, The following chapter presents a 
summary 0£ the afioremenHoned results and the final conclusions that 
this writer has made in view of these findings. 
CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
As noted in Chapter I, the purpose of this study was to develop 
and empirically test a theoretical model pertaining to the use of 
marijuana in the United States, The data, as presented in Chapter IV, 
substantiate gene rally the various predictions gene rated from the 
model, except for one group of hypotheses, this group being the linkage 
between interaction and normative acceptance amemg youth and inter~ 
action and the non~use of marijuana among adults who interact with 
0ther adults to a great extent, Based upop the substantiated conclu ... 
sions to be discussed it appears that for the most part the model was 
validated. It is important to note however that the model presented in 
this study ~s only c>ne of :many possible ;rn0dels explaining the pre-
disposing fac;tors and rationales related t0 the use of marijuana, 
In terms of normative dis sensus between youth and adults the 
f:i,ndings suggest that there is less of a ''generation gap' 1 than is 
generally assumed, This is particularly evident in terms of value 
acceptance by youth and adults; that is, both youth and adults we:re 
found to accept the same dominant val1:1-es, differing only with regard 
to the degree of their acceptance of these values. Of particular 
importance, in terms of a "generation gap 1 " are the finding.s related 
to youth ~ adult· interaction, Generally, greater interaction between 
youth and a<;lults was found to exist than recent literature would 
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antic:ipate. Not only was there extensive interaction between individuals 
in these two groups but the perceived meaningfulness of this interaction 
was also considerably great. The major "gap'' however between youth 
and adults was in normative pattern aceeptanee ... i.e., youth scored 
higher on the Emergent Normative Pattern Scale than did adults and 
adults sc:o;red higher on the Established N<;>rmative Pattern Scale than 
did ycmth. Additionally, youth were found to have used marijuana and 
have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana than were adults. 
The first hypothesh in this study focused attenHon on the exist-
ence of value consenaus between yo1,1.th and adults. Specifically, it was 
hypothesized that youth and adults would accept the same dominant 
values, this similarity of acceptanc:e c;;onstitutit:;1.g value consensus 
between youth and adulti;;, It is important to point oµt that this 
hypothesis was empiric;ally verified by the data, That ts, the total 
possible sum on the Value Sc1ale for strong agreement with all items 
was 50. On the other hand, the total possible sum for a score falling 
at the indifference point was 30, In viewing the two group means 
fi. e., adult group mean = 43. 74; youth group mean = 41. 69) it is 
evident that they both fall well beyond this indifference point indicating 
value acceptance for the two groups thus substantLc1,ting the hypothesis. 
A stati13tically significant diffe;renc;e (t = 7, 68, P < • 05) does exist 
however between the youth and adult groups with regard to the degree 
of value ac:ceptance, indic:ating that adults more str0ngly agree with 
the stated dominant values than do youth, Thus, while the model 
anticipated value consensus between youl!h and adults it did not antici-
pate a disi.:repanc:y between the two groups with respect to degree of 
value a~c:eptance; i.e., there is no rationale in the model to explain 
· why one group might accept dominant values to a greater extent than 
might the other group. The substantive conclusion reached however 
is that while the degree of value ac;ceptance between youth and adults 
differs to some extent, value consensus between these two groups 
exists. 
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In addition to predicting the existence of value consensus between 
youth and adults the model also posited that there would exist normaHve 
dissensus between these two groups. This meant that an empirical 
difference was expected to exist between youth and adults with regard 
to extent of interaction and perceived meaningfulness of interaction 
with each other, normative pattern acceptance, use of marijuana, and 
attitude towards marijuana, Specifically, the model antic;ipated that 
youth and adults would differ from each other with regard to these 
variables, these differences indicating normative dissensus between 
the two total groups. The findings relative to these predictions may 
be interpreted in the following manner: 
1) Youth were found to interact with each other to a greater 
extent than they we:i:-e found to interact with adults during leisure time 
pe.riods (t = 20, 79, P <. 05). Conversely, adults were found to 
interact with other adults ta, a greater extent than they we re found to 
interact with youth during leisure time periods (t = 17, 09, P <, 05), 
2) In terms of perceived meaningfulness of interaction, a 
signUicant difference was also found to exist between the total youth 
and adult groups, Hypothesis three predicted that youth would perceive 
their interaction with other youth to be more meaningful than their 
interaction with adults, The data clearly substantiate this prediction 
(t "" 14, 06, P <. 05), On the other hand, the sixth hypothesis 
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predicted that adults would perceive their interaction with other adults 
to be more meaningful than their int~ractton with youth. As in the c;ase 
of the youth sample, the data confirm this hypothesis (t = 646, 
P <, 05), It is impqrtant to note however that adulte appear to derive 
greater meaningfulnei;ia froqi their interaetion with youth than youth 
derive from their interacti,en with adults. 
3) The fourth hypothesis in this study predicted that youth would 
accept emergent normative patterns to a greater extent than would 
adults. The tota~ possible sum for strong agreement with all items on 
the Emergent Normative Pattern Scale was 90; the indifference total 
score possible being 54. Viewing the total group means for both 
youth and adu,lts (i.e., youth group mean = 59. 75 ; adult group mean = 
47, 82) clearly indic::ates that youth as a group were more accepting of 
emergent normative patterns than were adults as a group (t = 22. 44, 
P < . 05) • In addition, it is important to n0te that the youth group mean 
was beyond the indifference point, indicating stronger acceptance of 
emergent normative patterns by the youth group. It was further 
hypothesized that adults would accept established normative patterns 
to a greater extent than would youth (Hypothesis seven). As in the 
case of the Emergent Normative Pattern Seale, the total scale sum for 
strong agreement wUh all items on the Established Normative Pattern 
Scale was 90; the indifference total score possible being 54. In this 
case adults and youth were also found to differ signifieantly '(t = 19~ 59, 
P <. 05), indicating stronger acceptance of established normative 
patterns by adults (i, e, 1 adult group mean = 64, 16) than by youth 
(i.e. 1 youth group mean = 53. 62), 
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4) It was further hypothesized (Hypothesis eight) that youth 
would have used marijuana to a greater extent than would have adults 
and that youth would have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana 
than would adults. In both cases the findings substantiate the formulated 
predictions. Thus, 41. 8 percent of the youth were found to have used 
marijuana, whereas only 2. 6 percent of the adult were found to have 
used marijuana (Z = 1280. 13, P <. 05). In addition to having used 
marijuana to a greater extent than adultsp youth were also found to have 
a more favorable attitude toward marijuana than were adults {t = 19, 76, 
P<.05), 
The model anticipated that although youth and adults would accept 
similar dominant values (i, e., value consensus would exist between 
youth and adults) dissensus would exist between these two groups with 
respect to normative patterns to be employed in actualizing these 
accepted dominant values. The rationale predicting normative 
dis sensus thus anHcipated that each group (i, e •• youth and adults) 
would accept predominantly one or the other normative system; i.e .• 
youth would accept predominantly emergent normative patterns and 
adults would accept predominantly established normative patterns. The 
model further anticipated that youth would interac:;t to a greater extent 
with other youth and that they would perceive this interaction to be 
more meaningful than their interaction with adults, Conversely, 
adults were expected to interact with other adults to a greater extent 
and perceive this interaction to be more meaningful than their inter .. 
action with youth~ Finally, it was anHqipated ~hat ycrnth would have 
used marijuana to a greater extent than would have adults and that 
youth would have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana than 
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would adults. As discussed previously, the findings substantiated 
these hypotheses. It is important to note however that these predic-
tions were not formulated as direct tests of the various linkages of the 
model. Rather, they are viewed as outcroppings of these linkages, 
validation of whic;h is essential if the linkages between interaction, 
normative pattern acceptance, and marijuana use have been adequately 
conceptualized. 
The third major group of hypotheses focused attention on norma-
tive dissensus between individuals in these two groups (i.e., youth and 
adults) with regard to extent of interaction, meaningfulness of inter-
action, normative pattern acceptance, use of marijuana, and attitude 
towards marijuana. In order to £acil~tate the discussion pertaining to 
the findings relevant to these variables the various hypotheses in this 
section have been combined. The links between interaction, normative 
pattern acceptance, and the use of marijuana, as hypothesized, are 
summarized in Figure l . 
Interaction ~ . · . . . · ;;;:; ;:> Behavio~. (Use of 
\ ~ ManJuana) 
~Norm Acceptance__......---
Figure 1, Diagram of Internal Linkages of Model 
Figure 1 may be interpreted in the following manner: 
Interaction Norm Aoceptance Behavior (Use of 
Marijuw) -
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L More Youth With Accept Emergent Norms 
Youth 
Have Used Marijuana 
More 
2. More Youth With Accept Established Norms Have Used Marijuana 
Adult Less 
3. More Adult With Accept Established Norms Have Used Marijuana 
Adult Less 
4. More Adult With Accept Emergent Norms Have Used Marijuana 
Youth More 
5. More Youth With Accept Emergent Norms Have Used Marijuana 
Youth Than More 
Youth With 
Adult 
6. More Adult With Accept Established Norms Have Used Marijuana 
Adult Than Less 
Adult With 
Youth 
With regard to youth interaction it was anticipated that youth who 
interacted to a greater extent with other youth, as well as perceiving 
this interaction to be more meaningful, would: (a) acGept emergent 
normative patterns to a greater extent; (b) have used marijuana to a 
greater extent; and (c) have a more favorable attitude towards 
marijuana. In terms of the Hnk between interaGtion and normative 
pattern acceptance among youth it is important to note that the 
hypotheses were not empirically ve.rified, That is, youth who inter~ 
acted more with other youth, compared with youth who interacted less 
with other youth, were not found to accept emergent normative patterns 
to a greater extent. In addition, the data rdevant to these hypotheses 
indicated that youth interaction with other youth was negatively asso-
ciated with emergent normative pattern acceptanc;:e •. A similar finding 
was obtained with regard to the perceived maningfulness of interaction 
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of youth with other youth and emergent normative pattern acceptance, 
Thus, contrary to predictions formulated from the model, youth pcler 
group oriented interaction does not appear to be related to the accept-
ance of emergent normative patterns. However, the link between 
youth interaction with other youth, as well as the perceived meaningful,.. 
ness of this interaction, and use of marijuana was substantiated. That 
is, youth who interacted more with other youth, as well as perceiving 
this interaction to be more meaningful, were found to have used 
marijuana to a greater extent and to have a more favorable attitude 
towards marijuana than youth who interacted less with other youth. 
It was further hypo the sized that youth who interacted more with 
adults, as well as perceiving this interaction to be more meaningful, 
would: (a) accept established nol;'mc;1.tive patterns tcJ a greater extent; 
(b) have used marijuana to a Lesser extent; and (c) have a less 
favorable attitude towards marijuana. In all cases the data clearly 
substantiated these hypotheses, Thus, youth who interact more with 
adults, as well as perceivE) this interaction to be more meaningful, 
were found to accept established normative patterns to a greater extent 
than they accepted emergent normative patterns, In addition, the link 
between greater youth interaction with adults and less marijuana use, 
as well as holding a less favorable attitude towards marijuana, were 
substantiated. Thus, in viewing the linkages between youth interaction 
with adults, acceptance of established normative patterns, and less 
use of marijuana the findings verify the formulated predictions, 
In order to further investigate the linkages between youth inter~ 
action, normative pattern acceptance, and the use of marijuana a 
comparative analysis of the data was undertaken. Specifically, it was 
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predicted that youth who interacted more with other youth than with 
adults 1 as well as perceiving this interacth:m to be more rrleaningful, 
compared with youth who int!;lracted less with other youth, as well as 
perceiving this interaction as being less meaningfµl than their inter-
action with adults, would: (a) accept emergent normative patterns to 
a greater extent; (b) have used marijuana to a greater extent; and 
(c) have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana. The findings 
substantiated these hypotheses. In all cases between youth who inter-
acted more with other youth than with adults, compared with youth who 
interacted less with other youth than with adults, the predictions were 
empirically verified. 
As with the youth grC;>up, the model in this study anticipated that 
normative dis sensus w0uld exist between individuals in the adult group. 
Specifically, it was predicted that there would exist variations within 
the adult sample with regard to linkages between interaction, normative 
pattern acceptance, and the use of marijuana. 
ln terms of the adult group, it was anticipated that adults who 
interacted to a greater extent with other adults, as well as perceiving 
this interaction to be more meaningful, WC;>uld: (a) accept established 
normative patterns to a greater extent; (b) have used marijuana to a 
lesser extent; and (c) have a less favorable attitude towards marijuana. 
In focusing attention on the link between adult interaction with other 
adults and established normative pattern acceptance it was found that 
the hypotheses were substantiated by the data. Thus 1 adults who inter~ 
a~ted more with other adults, compared with adults who interacted less 
with other adults, were found to accept established normative patterns 
to a greater extent, Adult peer group oriented intel;"action thus appears 
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to be related to the acceptance of established normative pattei:-ns. 
However, the link between adult interaction with other adults and ever 
having used marijuana was not substantiated; the data indicate that 
adult interaction with other adults is negatively associated with the use 
of marijuana. On the other hand, adults who interacted more with 
other adults, as well as perceiving this interaction to be more meaning-
ful, were found to have a less favorable attitude towards marijuana, 
thus substantiating this hypothesis. 
The linkages between interaction, normative pattern acceptance, 
and use of marijuana were further analyzed with attention focused on 
adult interaction with youth, In general, the data do not confirm the 
aforementioned linkages. It was hyp0thesized that adults who inter-
acteq more with youth, as well as perceiving this interacHon to be 
more meaningful, would; (a) accept emergent normative patterns to 
a greater extent; (b) have used marijuana to a greater extent; and 
(c) have a more favorable attitude towards marijuana. In terms of 
emergent normative pattern acceptanc;e by adults who interact m0re 
with youth, compared with adults who interact less with youth, it is 
important to note that the hypotheses were not substantiated generally. 
That is 1 when attention is focused only on the extent of interaction 
among adults who interact more with youth it is apparent that adults 
accepted emergent normative patterns, However, when focusing 
attention on the perceived meaningfulness of interaction of adults with 
youth a discrepancy was found to exist. That is, adults who perceived 
their interaction with youth to be more meaningful than their inter-
action with adults were found to accept established normative patterns 
to a greater extent than emergent normative patterns, In addition, a 
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similar discrepancy was found to exist with regard to adult interaction 
with youth, as well as the perceived meaningfulness of this interaction, 
and both the use of marijuana and favorableness of attitude towards 
marijuana. Thq.s, adults who interacted more with youth were found to 
have used marijuana to a greater extent, thus substantiating this 
hypothesis. In terms of adults who perceived their interaction with 
youth to be more meaningful it was likewise found that these adults 
used marijuana to a greater extent. However, in terms of these 
adults' attitudes towards marijuana the hypotheses were not substan-
tiated. This indicates that perceived meaningfulness of interaction of 
adults with youth is negatively associated wHh a favorable attitude 
towards marijuana, 
The. final group of hypotheses in this section were oriented 
towards explaining the linkage between adult interaction with adults, 
compared with adult interaction with youth, and normative pattern 
acceptance and the use of marijuana. Specifically, it was hypothesized 
that adults who interacted more with other adults than with youth, as 
well as perceiving this interaction to be more meaningful, compared 
with adults who interacted less with other adults, as well as 
perceiving this interaction to be less meaningful than their interaction 
with youth, would: (a) accept established normative patterns to a 
greater extent; (b) have used marijuana to a lesser extent; and (c) 
have a less favorable attitude towards marijuana. The findings sub-
stantiated generally these hypothesesr Thus, in terms of the linkage 
between adult interaction, as well as the perceived meaningfulness of 
this interaction, and less use of marijuana, as well as holding a less 
favorable attitude towards marijuana, the conclusions reached 
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substantiated the formulated hypotheses. In terms of the linkage 
between this interaction pattern and normative pattern acceptance the 
findings also substantiate generally the hypotheses, although a discrep,.. 
ancy was obtained, That il=l? although the adults accepted established 
normative patterns to a greater extent than they accepted emergent 
normative patterns -,.. based upon extent of interaction with other adults 
as well as with youth -- they did not reject the emergent normative 
patterns to the degree predicted in the hypothesis. 
Conclusions 
In terms of the youth group the findings lead to the general con-
clusion that in all cases the model explains the linkage between 
emergent normative pattern acceptanc:e and the use 0£ marijuana, That 
is, acceptance of emergent normative patterns to a greater extent than 
acceptance 0£ established normative patterns is linked with the use 0f 
marijuana, In addition, the model also explains the link between inter-
action and the use of marijuana among youth, Ycrnth interacti0n with 
other youth, inde,pendent of the tr interaction with adults, is linked with 
having used marijuana, The major discrepancy, in terms of the youth 
group, arises when attention is focused on the link between tnteraction 
and normative pattern acceptance. In this case, youth interaction with 
other youth (Le., both extent and meaningfulness of this interaction) 
is not an indicator of emergent normative pattern acceptance. Thus, 
peer group oriented interac:tion among youth does not appear to 
influence acceptance of emergent normative patterns. Rather, it 
appears that the important variable linked to emergent normative 
pattern acc~ptance among youth is the extent and meaningfulness of 
· youth interaction with adults. Thus, it appears that the less youth 
• interact with adults, independent of youth peer group interac;:tion, the 
mere likely youth will be to accept emergent normative patterns. In 
the final analysis then, this model is unable to explain exactly where 
youth acceptance of emergent normative patterns originates. 
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In terms 0f the adult gr<mp the findings lea.d to the general con-
clusion that the link between established normative pattern acceptance 
and the non-use of marijuana has been explained by the model. The 
model also explains the link b~tween more adult interactien with other 
adults and the acceptance of established normative patterns, as well as 
more adult interacti0n with youth and emergent normative pattern 
acceptance. A discrepap.cy does however emerge when attention is 
focused on more adult interaction with other adults and the use of 
marijuana. That is, the link between the extent ef adult interaction 
with other adults and the non~use of marijuana was found to be nega-
tively related. Similarly, this discrepancy was evident when attention 
was focused on adults who perceived their interaction with other adults 
to be more meaningful, compared with those adults who perceived this 
interaction to be less meaningful. It is also important to note that, 
as predicted, adults who interacted more with youth, independent of 
their interaction with ether adults, were also found to have used 
marijuana to a greater extent. These findings lead to the general 
conclusion that adult interaction with other adults is not explanative of 
the n0n-use of marijuana. The model is thus unable to explain this 
link,. alth0ugh it does explain that acceptance of established normative 
patterns by adults is a better indicator 0£ having not u.sed marijuana 
than is interactfon among adults~ tndependent of interaction with youth. 
· Briefly summarized,, the t01Lowing major predictions derived 
from the mQdel were substantiated; 
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l) Value consensus exists between youth and adu\ts with regard 
to deminant secietal values; 
2) Youth interact to a greater extent wHh other youth than they 
interact with adults; 
3) Youth perceive their interaction with other youth to be mere 
meaningful than llheir interaction with adults; 
4) Youth accept emergent normative patterns to a greater extent 
than do adults; 
5) Adults interact to a greater extent with 0ther adults than they 
· interact with you.th; 
6) Adults perceive their interac;:tien with other ad1,1lts to be more 
meaningful ·than their interactien with youth; 
7) Adults accept established nermative patterns to a greater 
extent than do youth; 
8) Yeuth have used mariju.ana te a greater extent than have adults 
and yeuth have a more fav0rable attitude towards mi:!.djuana than do 
adults; 
9) You.th who interac;:t m0re with o~her youth have used marijuana 
to a greater e:x:tent; 
10) Youth who interact mere with adults accept established 
normative patterns to a greater extent and use marijuanc1, to a lesser 
extent; 
11) Y1:mth who interact more with other youth than they interact 
with adults accept emergent normative pattern.s to a greater extent and 
have used marijuana to a greater extent; 
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12) Adults who interact mere with ether aqults accept established 
nermative patterns to a greater extent; 
13 )· Adults whe interact more with yeuth generally accept 
emergent nermative patterns to a greater extent; 
14) Adults who interact with ether adults more than they intet'act 
with yeuth generally accept established normative patterns te a greater 
extent and used marijuana to a lesser extent, 
The follewing predictions, related to linkages between inter-
action, normative pattern acceptance, and the use 0£ marijuana were 
not substantiated by the data: 
1) Youth who interact more with other youth did net accept 
emergent normative patterns to a greater extent; and 
2) Adults who interacted more with other adults did not use 
marijuana to a lesser extent. 
CHAPTER VI 
LIMI".l;'ATIONS OF STUDY 
From the results of this study it can be seen that several possi-
bilities exist for fl.:!-rther research in the area of the use of illegal and 
non-medical psyc;h0tropic drugs for hedc>nlstic purposes, as well as in 
the area of intergenerational conflict. However, it is important te note 
that the conclusions reached in this study are based upon certain 
. limitations· inherent in the methodologies employed. 
A major assumpticm ef the model generated in this study pertained 
to general societal acceptance of dominant American values~ This 
conceptualization was operationalized through the conetruction of a 
5-P0int Likert Type Value Scale designed ta elicit responses ranging 
frpm p0sitions of Strongly Agree through Str0ngly Disagree. By 
compa;ring the mean scores of each g17oup (i. e,, youth and adults) with 
,the other group a test of the prediction concerning the existence of 
value c1;msensus between the two groups could be achieved, H©wever, 
it is impertant to note that n0t all values which have been delineated as 
being particularly American in nature and/or kind were utilized in the 
c0nstruction of this scale, Rather, only those values conceptualized 
by this writer as being dominant American values were operationalized. 
It is thus difficult to know if the values employed in this study are in 
fact the c.rucial and/or dominant American values, 'J'hus, the values 
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employed in thi1;1 study are to be viewed as d<::>minant only in terms. of 
content validity. 
Further possible methodological limitations of this study are 
c0ncerned with: (a) the measurement ef the extent of interaction 
between youth and adults; (b) the type of sample used; (c) a missing 
age category; and (d) omissi0n of items yielding information pertaining 
to current use 0f marijuana. 
In terms of between and within group variations concerning extent 
of interaction, it was hypothesized that differences would exist with 
regard to both the extent and meaningfulness 0£ interaction between 
youth and ad1Jits, As previously discussed in Chapter III, the Mean .. 
ingfulness of Interactien Scale appears to be reliable. On the other 
hand, extent ef interaction was not operational:i,zed as a separate scale, 
As n0ted in the questionnaire (See Appendix G), Items· 20 1 21, and 22 
(focusing attention on interaction with youth during leisure time, at 
school, and at work) and Items· 29 1 30, and 31 (foc;:using attention on 
interaction with adults during leisure time, at schoel, and at work) 
were origini;Llly viewed as a c0mposite measure of the extent of inter-
action. H0wever, upon beginning the analysis of the data it became 
apparent that the qµestions pertaining to extent e;>f interaction· at schoal 
and at work far both groups were inadequate. 
All of the youth were attending college and thus unable to 
adequately respond to the questi<:m pertaining to the extent of their 
interaction with other y<::>uth and adults at work. Furthe·r,. in that all 
the y0uth were currently attending college, the majority of their inter ... 
act\on at sch0ol was with other youth, schQol being s0mewhat ef an 
age-graded phenomenon in the United States. In additfon, when it 
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came to analyzing the data pertaining to adults and their interaction 
with other adults and youth at both scho0l and work it was found that a 
majority did not attend schoml, thus restricting their responses to this 
question, With regard to extent to adult interaction with {)ther adults 
and youth at work another problem emerged. While a majority of the 
adult men were found to be employed, a majority of the adult women 
were found not to be employed and as in the case of school, the work 
situation in America appears to be fairly representative of an age-
graded system. Thus, to continue analysis with this question would 
have further biased the findings. With these considerations in mind it 
was thus deemed necessary to measure extent of interaction only with 
regard to the items which focused attention on leisure time activities. 
While this may be viewed as a limitation it is also important to note 
its advantage, That is, if youth and adults were found to interact with 
each other to a great extent during leisure periods then this item might 
appear to offer the best possible measure of extent 0f interaction, This 
would appear to be the case in that the ensu~ng interaction could be 
conceptualized as Vl:)luntary. This does not appear tc> be the case with 
regard to the extent 0f interaction at school or work. 
The sample employed in this study was relatively large and 
appears to fall along the major dimensions of the model. However, a 
p0ssible limitation with regard to the samples utilized in this study 
prohibits generalizations to all youth and adults within the United 
States, Although the model explicitly deals with all youth and adults 
(as defined in this study) the findings of this study are based om.ly on 
one sample of students and their parents, Thus, the universal applica~ 
bility of the generated model must wait for further tests in other studies 
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comprised of divergent samples. In addition, the general applicability 
of the model may be somewhat hindered in that parents below age forty 
were not included in the ad1.1lt sample. This was due mainly to the 
operational defin.ition of ad1.1lts as employed in this study. It should be 
further noted, in the case of the adult sample, that the total number of 
adult users of marijuana was smaLl (although consistent with past 
research), thus hindering generalizations to other adult users not 
included, in this sample. 
Finally, in viewing the questionnaire (See Appendix C), Items 
89, 90, and 91, it becomes quite apparent that no information may be 
elicited concerning current use of marijuana. While this is nat 
particularly detrimental to the findings of this study, in that the 
hypotheses were concerned mainly with whether one had ever -used 
marijuana, this information may have been useful for comparative 
purposes, No excuse may be offered for this omission, save a 
methodological oversight by the writer, 
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-A. ;._.~_ -.. , __ O_K_L_A_H_O_M ____ A_S_T_A_T_E __ U_N_I_V_E_R_S_I_T_Y __ • _S_T_I_L_LW_A_T_I_R __ ,._07_. 
Department of Sociology 
(405) 372-6211, Exts. 7020, 7021 
Dear Pa::ent(s): 
Your student here has helped us on our study of youth and adult 
values and attitudes, and we are asldng you 'to take part in our 
completion of it. It will not take much of your time and your 
answers will be absolutely confidential. 
We are tl')'ing to find out what the differences are, if any, 
bet~een youth and adults with regard to values and attitudes. 
We ask you to fill out the enclosed surveys as soon as possible 
and raturn them to us in the enclosed envelope. We are interested in 
how ~·ou Jee! about the items rather than ho,1 you~. so don't take 
t:>o much time in wondering what you should say. 
Also, we ask that you !le!:, discuss your answers with anyone until 
n!~~.t< y:,•.1 have mailed the q•1estionnaires. Ue are particularly ~ntereated 
!~ yow: first impressions. 
We thank 3•::,u for your cooperation, and ue assure you that our 
first b.terest is tward the health and ,1ell:are of you:;, student here. 
We will look forward to headng froa you. 
~4~~ 
Stuart H. Traub 
Department of Sociology 
Oklahoma State Univers:!.::y 
Stillwater, Oklahoca 
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OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY • STILLWATER 
Department of Sociology 
(405) 372-6211, Exts. 7020, 7021 
Deal' Pareat(e): 
Natch 27, 1972 
ho oi- three weeb aao you received • qu.enionnaf.r•(•) in the ull 
dealing with student-parent attitudes, bC*llVer, we have aot received 
th:1.e que,tioanaire from you. Your n-8 w• not neceHary eel will• 
be ueed in th:1.e atudy in aay vay other than for deterlli!lms who returned 
queationnalres. The code nWllber en the queatlonnaire ,, .. IIHd only to 
enable ua to tend a follow·~P raquaat for reaponae. Your queatf..ooneire 
is very important; ao we w:f.11 uk you to return it to u• aa aoon u you 
ca. 
We know that parent• are very buay, but pei-upe you. coulcl spare a 
few llinutea to balp ue with thi• study ao that we c111 better uadertta 
coll•se youth -4 aOIIIII of th• problem they fece. · 
The other queatlonnair•(•) may have becoee misplaced or·our record 
ueplng may have been in error. At •Y rate, we are enclodn1 aitothar 
questionnalre(a) for your convenience. lf y~ have alre-17 filled out 
a questionnaire md returned it, plede dbreaard tbie letter. If you 
have not already done so, pleas• fill. out and return the ncloeed 
queatiocmaire(s). 
Again, remember that all of this information ill q>fflDIBIAL. Our 
only interest is. ttt.e~•elfare of your student. 
'thank you for your coop•ratioa. Ue will look forward to headna 
from you. 
Stuart H. 'haab 
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APPENDIX C 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
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PART I 
Your responses to all items in this questionnaire will be kept ANONYMOUS. 
In order to gurantee that your responses will remain ANONYMOUS, please .QQ. !!Q! 
film! IQ!!! ~ .Q! PUT !iEf. !illfil .Q! IDENrIFYING ~ ANYWHERE fill: .!!!.!§. QUESTIONNAIRE. 
INSTRIJCTIONS: Underneath each question you will find a choice of answers. 
Please place a ~ mark in the space provided and ~ 
only mm, answer for each question. 
1. Sex: 
l·Male 
2-Female 
2-3. Age: 
(Write your age) 
4. In what size comnunity do you live? 
l·On Farm or Ranch 
~ 2-Town, under 2,500 
~ 3-Town, 2,501 to 5,000 
::: 4•Small City, 5,001 to 10,000 
~ 5-Small City, 10,001 to 25,000 
(or, suburb of a city this 
size) 
6. Where do you live while attending 
college? 
l•Question does not apply to me 
::::: 2-With parents, relatives, or 
guardian 
__ 3-In a fraternity or sorority 
house 
_ 4-In a dormitory 
__ 5-In an apartment with roomate(s) 
__ 6-In an apartment with wife or 
husband 
__ 7-In an apartment or room by 
myself 
8-0ther 
7. I am currently: 
__ l·Attending high school 
__ 2-Attending college 
3-Neither of these 
How many brothers and sisters do you 
have? 
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~ 6-City, 25,001 to 50,000 (or, 
suburb of a city this size) 
~ 7·City, 50,001 to 100,000 (or, 
suburb of a city this size) 
~ B•City, 100,001 to 600,000 (or, 
suburb of a city this size) 
_ 9•City, 600,001 to 1,000,000 
(or, suburb of a city this 
size) 
5. For most of my life I was brought up 
by: 
8 ._ Younger brothers: O l 2 3 4 or more 
9. Older brothers: -0 -1 -2 -3 -4 or more 10.= Younger sisters: -0 -1 -2 -3 -4 or more 
ll. __ Older sisters: ::::o ::::1 ::::2 ::::3 ::::4 or more 
___ 1-Both my mother and father 
___ 2-0nly my mother (separated or 
divorced from my father) 
_ 3-0nly my mother (father is 
deceased) 
___ 4-My mother and stepfather 
_ 5-0nly my father (separated or 
divorced from my mother) 
___ 6-0nly my father (mother is 
deceased) 
___ 7-My father and stepmother 
8-0ther 
12. If you are single, are you: 
l·Question does not apply to me 
= 2-Engaged 
___ 3-Dating only one person 
__ 4-Dating several people 
5-Not dating 
13. I attend church services: 
_ 1-Never 
__ 2-Less often than every month 
3-About once a month 
4-Several times a month 
5-About once a week 
6-Several times a week 
= 7•Daily 
PART II 
The following questions are conceTned with your relationships with youth 
and adults. In answering these questions please keep in mind that: 
X2!!!:h - refers to any persons of high school or college age. 
~ - refers to !!!I·persons older than high school or college age, 
Instructions: Underneath each question you will find a choice of answers. 
Please place a ~ mark in the space provided and ~ 
only~ answer for each question. 
14. My closest or best friends are: 
1-Youth ~ persons of high school 
or college age) 
2-Adults (.!!BY persons older than 
high school or college age) 
15. With whom do you derive the 
greatest pleasure in interacting 
with? 
1-Youth 
2-Adults 
16. How well do you feel youth under-
stand you? 
1-Very well 
---- 2-Fairly well 
---- 3-Somewhat 
---- 4-0nly a little 
---- 5-Not at all 
17. Youth's opinion of me is: 
1-Very important 
---- 2-Considerably important 
~- 3•Somewhat important 
---- 4-A little important 
:::: 5-Not important at all 
18. How much recognition and respect 
do you receive from youth? 
l·A great deal 
---- 2-A considerable amount 
3-Some 
4-A little 
5-None 
19. How close do you feel to youth? 
1-Very close 
--- 2-Considerably close 
--- 3-Somewhat close 
4-A little close 
5-Not close at all 
20, How DUch of your leisure time is 
spent with youth'! 
1-All of it 
2-Most of it 
3-Some of it 
4-A little of it 
5-None of it 
21. How much of your time at school is 
spent with youth? 
l•Question does not apply to me 
--- 2-All of it 
3-Most of it 
4-Some of it 
5-A little of it 
6-None of it 
22. How DDch of your time at work is 
spent with youth (If you are 
currently employed)? 
1-Question does not apply to me 
- 2-All of it 
3-Most of it 
4-Some of it 
5-A little of it 
6-None of it 
23. I prefer to spend time with youth: 
l·All of it 
2-Most of it 
3-Some of it 
4-A little of it 
5-None of it 
24. In talking with youth I feel: 
___ 1-Very comfortable 
___ 2-Considerably comfortable 
3-Somewhat comfortable 
4-A little comfortable 
5•Not comfortable at all 
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25. How well do you feel adults under-
stand you'l 
_ l•Very well 
_ 2-Fairly well 
3-Somewhat 
- 4-0nly a little 
- 5-Not at all 
26. Adult's opinion of me is: 
_ 1-Very important 
_ 2~Considerably important 
3-Somewhat important 
:::: 4-A little important 
_ 5-Not important at .all 
27. How much recognition and respect 
do you receive from ~? 
_ l·A great deal 
2-A considerable amount 
3-Some 
4-A little 
5-None 
28. How close do you feel to~? 
_ 1-Very close 
_ 2-Considerably close 
3-Somewhat close 
4-A little close 
5-Not close at all 
29. ·How 1111ch of your leisure time is 
spent with adults? 
l·All of~ 
2-Most of it 
3-Some of it 
4-A little of it 
5-None of it 
30. How much of your time at school is 
spent with~? 
1-Question does not apply to me 
- 2•All of it 
3-Most of it 
4-Some of it 
5-A little of it 
6-None of it 
31. How much of your time at work is 
spent with ~? (If you are 
currently employed) 
_ 1-Question does not apply to me 
2-All of it 
3-Most of it 
4-Some of it 
5-A little of it 
6-None of it 
32. I prefer to spend time with adults: 
. 1-All of it 
2-Most of it 
3-Some of it 
4-A little' of it 
:::: 5-None of it 
33. In talking with adults I feel: 
_ 1-Very cOillforatable 
_ 2-Considerably comfortable 
3-Somewhat comfortable 
4-A little comfortable 
5-Not comfortable at all 
PART Ill 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate your degree 
of acceptance or rejection of the items 
in this section according to the follow-
ing code (Circle your answer) : · 
1 • STRONGL¥ AGREE 
2'" AGREE 
3"' UNDECIDED 
4'" DISAGREE 
5 c STRONGLY DISAGREE 
1 2 3 4 5 34. Pursuit of productive 
activity which provides 
you with a satisfying 
experience. 
1 2 3 4 5 35. Some type of spiritual 
experience. 
1 2 3 4 5 36. Establishment of your own 
family. 
1 2 3 4 5 37. Enjoyment of sexual 
relations. 
1 2 3 4 5 38. Concern for others who 
are less fortunate or 
who need assistance. 
1 2 3 4 5 39. Belief that everyone 
should have a fair chance 
in life. 
1 2 3 4 5 40. Importance of formal 
education. 
1 2 3 4 5 41. Trying new waYfi of 
thinking and doing things. 
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1 2 3 4 5 42. Loyalty to society of 
which you are a member. 
1 2 3 4 5 43. One should think for 
himself and not depend 
on others all of the time. 
PART IV 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate your degree of acceptance or rejection of 
the items in this section according to the following ·code 
(Circle your answer): 
1 = STRONGLY AGREE 
2 = AGREE 
3 == UNDECIDED 
4"" DISAGREE 
5 = STRONGLY DISAGREE 
1 2 3 4 5 44. In order to be successful in life, as n11ch schooling as possible 
is needed. 
1 2 3 4 5 45. In order to aid people who are in need of help one should 
contribute time, effort, or money to public assistance organizations. 
1 2 3 4 5 46. If a couple find getting almng with each other a struggle, they 
should not feel obligated to remain married. 
1 2 3 4 5 47. In order to help others in need, one should get personally 
involved with the~. 
1 2 3 4 5 48. Since n9thing last forever, people should accept ways of think-
ing and doing things which meet the needs of immediate situations. 
1 2 3 4 5 49. It is better to stick by what we have than to be looking for new 
ways of doing things that. we really don I t know about. 
1 2 3 4 5 50. Our country should permit the inmigration of foreign peoples, 
even if it might lower our standard of living a little. 
1 2 3 4 5 51. Men and women should find out if they are sexually suited 
before marriage. 
1 2 3 4 5 52. SchQOling is not all that important in living a successful life •. 
1 2 3 4 5 53. Loyalty to one's country should not win over loyalty to one's 
moral convictions. 
1 2 3 4 5 54. It is important to incorporate all people on an equal basis into 
our society, no matter how different their beliefs or what groups 
they are members of. 
1 2 3 4 5 55. Others deserve our help even when they are doing nothing to 
help themselves. 
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1 • STRONGLY AGREE 
2 • AGREE 
3 • UNDECIDED 
4 • DISAGREE 
5 ~ STRONGLY DISAGREE 
1 2 3 4 5 56. In their actions, people should consider whether or not their 
behavior will be acceptable to others. 
1 2 3 4 5 57. In their actions, people should attempt to stay within the 
boundaries of social rules. 
! 2 3 4 5 58. All people, regardless of race or religion, are entitled to 
and should receive equal social privileges. 
1 2 3 4 5 59. People should engage in sexual relations if they mutual feelings 
for one another and not be bound by formal and legal rules. 
l 2 3 4 5 60. Everyone should have what he needs, because the important things 
in life belong to all of us. 
1 2 3 4 5 61. One should always defend the honor of one's country whenever it 
is criticized. 
1 2 3 4 5 62. Some religious belief is necessary in order to lead a good life. 
l 2 3 4 5 63. Engaging in 11free love" destroys the true meaning of a sexual 
relationship. 
l 2 3 4 5 64. Schooling is desirable to the extent that it aids a person to 
have a successful career. 
1 2 3 4 5 65. If called upon to do so, a citizen should be willing to 
sacrifice his life for his country. 
1 2 3 4 5 66. A family is not really a family until there are children. 
1 2 3 4 5 67. One is asking for trouble if he attempts to help everyone who 
asks for his assistance. 
l 2 3 4 5 68. One should be actively engaged in some kind of disciplined 
productive activity. 
1 2 3 4 5 69. People should not accept everything their country does, rather 
they should raise questions pertaining to national welfare. 
1 2 3 4 5 70. In order to learn concepts of right and wrong, one should attend 
church services. 
1 2 3 4 5 71. People should avoid dependence on persons or things; the center 
of life should be found within oneself. 
1 2 3 4 5 72. Communal living is a possible alternative for prevailing 
family patterns. 
1 2 3 4 5 73. Private beliefs are more important in a personal religious 
experience than is church attendence. 
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1 • STRONGLY AGREE 
2'" AGREE 
3 "' UNDECIDED 
4 • DISAGREE 
5 • STRONGLY DISAGREE 
1 2 3 4 5 74. One should be engaged in activities which are fulfilling to 
oneself, rather than trying to bec'ome a success. 
1 2 3 4 5 75. People ought to be guided by their own beliefs concerning right 
and wrong, not necessarily by what the church tells them. 
1 2 3 4 5 76. One of the primary reasons for attending school is to help the 
individual develop his own conceptions of life, morals, and 
values. 
1 2 3 4 5 77. New ideas and ways of doing things should be based upon what 
has worked in the past. 
1 2 3 4 5 78. Society should be quick to throw out old ideas and ways of 
doing things which no longer seem appropriate and adopt new 
ideas and customs. 
1 2 3 4 5 79. People should think and act freely, without worrying about 
breaking social rules. 
1 2 3 4 5 80. In order to lead a successful life one should do whatever he 
wants to do, however he wants to do it. 
1 2 3 4 5 81. Some equality in marriage is a good thing, but by and large, 
the husband should have the main say-so in family matters. 
1 2 3 4 5 82. People should work hard so that they will become a success 
and gain recognition for their achievements. · 
1 2 3 4 5 83. Sexual relations should be restricted to one's marital partner. 
PART V 
INSTRUCTIONS: Underneath each question you will find a cho.ice of answers. 
Please place a~ mark in the space provided and~ 
only ,!lli! answer for each question. 
84. About how frequently do you drink alcoholic beverages? 
~- l•Question does not apply to me 
~- 2-0nee or twice a year 
~- 3-Every couple of months 
~- 4-A couple of times a month 
5-0nce a week 
::: 6-Several times a week 
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85. Do you know or have you ever smoked 
cigarettes? 
l•Smoke now = 2·No longer smoke 
3-Never smoked 
86. About how frequently do you use 
LEGALLY obtained cold remedies~ 
.I2.1! !!!.!! .! ~? 
1-Never 
:::: 2-Very infrequently 
_ 3-0ccas ionally 
_ 4•Frequently 
_ 5-Always 
87. About how frequently do you use 
LEGALLY obtained substances to 
relieve tension? (For example: 
aspirin, Seconal, Librium, Compoz, 
etc.). 
l•Never 
:::: 2•Very infrequently 
_._ 3-0ccas ionally 
_ 4-Frequently 
_ 5-Always 
91. If you do not smoke marijuana, but 
if you were given the opportunity, 
do you feel that you would smoke it? 
_ 1-I already smoke marijuana or 
have smoked it. 
_ 2-Definitely 
_ 3•Most likely 
_ 4..:Perhaps 
_ 5-Highly unlikely 
_ 6-Absolutely not 
Part VI 
INSTRUCTIONS: Please indicate your 
degree of acceptance or rejection 
of the items in this section according 
to the following code (Circle your 
answer): 
1"' STRONGLY AGREE 
2 "'AGREE 
3 • UNDECIDED 
4 • DISAGREE 
5 • STRONGLY DISAGREE 
88. About how freq~ently do you use 1 2 3 4 5 92. Marijuana should be legal-
ized. LEGALLY obtained substances as a 
"pick-me-up?" (For example: No-Doze, 
pep pills, Benzadrine, diet pills, 1 2 3 4 5 
etc.) 
1-Never 
:::: 2•Very infrequently 
~- 3-0ccasionally 
_ 4-Frequently 
_ 5-Always 1 2 3 4 5 
89. Have you ever smoked marijuana? 
1-Yes 
2•No 1 2 3 4 5 
90. How often do you smoke marijuana; or, 
if you no longer smoke marijuana, 
how often did you smoke it? Once 
every: 1 2 3 4 5 
l•Question does not apply to me 
~- 2-Week, or more often 
- 3-two weeks 
4-Month 
5-Several months 
6-Year 
93. The major difference 
between smJking marijuana 
and drinking alcohol is 
that one is illegal and 
the other is not. 
94. The penalties for using 
marijuana are much too 
severe. 
95. It has been demonstrated 
in scientific studies 
that marijuana is~ 
harmful. 
96. Marijuana is addictive; 
that is, once you start 
you will need more and 
more. 
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APPENDIX D 
TAB LE XXXVI 
YOUTH AND ADULT MARIJUANA USE BY AGE 
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TABLE XXXVI 
YOUTH AND ADULT MARDUANA USE BY AGE 
Youth Youth Have Youth Adults Adults Have Adults. 
Age Have Used Not Used Total Have Used Not Used Total 
18 39 (22. 7/ 73 (30. 5) 112(27.3) 
19 50 (20. 1) 79 (33. 1) 129(31.3) 
20 31 (18. 0) 30 (12. 6) 61 (14. 8) 
21 23 (13. 4) 19 ( 7. 9) 42 (10. 2) 
22 8 ( 4. 7) 12 ( 5. 0) 20 ( 4. 9) 
23-25 16 ( 9. 3) 11(4.6) 27 ( 6.6) 
26-29 4 ( 2. 3) 5 ( 2. 1) 9 ( 2. 2) 
30-34 1 ( • 5) 6 ( 2. 5) 7 ( 1. 7) 1 ( 7.7) 0 ( o. 0) 1 ( . 2) 
35-39 0 ( o. 0) 3 ( 1. 3) 3 ( • 8) 0 ( o. 0) 19 ( 4. 1) 19 ( 4.0) 
40-44 0 ( 0. 0) 1 ( . 4) 1 ( • 2) 7 (53. 8) 103 (22. 1) 110 (23. 0) 
45-49 3 (23. 1) 170 .(36. 5) 173 (36. 1) 
50-54 2(15.4) 79 (17.0) 81 (17. 0) 
55-59 0 ( 0. 0) 53 (11. 4) 53 (11. 1) 
60-64 0 ( o. 0) 31(6.7) 31(6.5) 
65 and over 0 ( o. 0) 10 ( 2. 2) 10 ( 2. 1) 
Total 172 (41. 8) 239 (58, 2) 411 13 ( 2. 7) 465 (97. 3) 478 
* The number in parentheses is the percentage. 
APPENDIX E 
TAB LE XXXVll 
YOUTH AND ADULT MARIJUANA USE 
BY COMMUNITY SIZE 
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TABLE XXXVII 
YOUTH AND ADULT MARlTUANA USE BY COMMUNITY SIZE 
Youth Youth Have Youth Adults Adults Have 
Community Size Have Used Not Used Total Have Used Not Used 
Farm or Ranch 9 ( 5. 3)* 36 (15. 1) 45 ( 11. 0) 2(14.3) 69 (13. 2) 
Under 2, 500 10 ( 5. 8) 17(7.2) 27(6.6) 0 ( 0. 0) 40 ( 7. 7) 
2, 501 - 5, 000 6 ( 3. 5) 13 ( s. 5) 19 ( 4. 7) 1 ( 7. 1) 30 ( s. 7) 
5, 001 - 10, 000 14 ( 8.2) 13 ( s. 5) 27 ( 6. 6) 2 (14. 3) 33 ( 6. 3) 
10, 001 - 25, 000 24 (14. 0) 31(13.0) 55 (13. 4) 1 ( 7. 1) 68 (13. 0) 
25, 001 - 50, 000 27 (15. 8) 37 (15. 5) 64 (15. 6) 2 (14. 3) . 72 (13. 8) 
so, 001 - 100, 000 13(7.6) 14 ( 5. 9) .27 ( 6. 6) 1 ( 7. 1) 13(2.5) 
100, 001 - 600, 000 46 (26. 9) 50 (21. 0) 96 (23. 5) 4 (28.6) 169 (32. 4) 
600, 001 - 1, 000, 000 22 (12. 9) 27(11.3) 49 (12. 0) 1 ( 7. 1) 28 ( 5. 4) 
Total 171 (41. 8) 238 (58. 2) 409 14 ( 2. 7) 522 (97. 3) 
*The number in -parentheses is the percentage. 
Adults 
Total 
71(13.2) 
40 ( 7. 5) 
31 ( 5.8) 
35 ( 6. 5) 
69 (12. 9) 
74 (13. 8) 
14 ( 2. 6) 
173 (32. 3) 
29 ( 5. 4) 
536 
-N 
U'l 
APPENDIX F 
TAB LE XXXVLII 
YOUTH MARIJUANA USE BY FAMILY REARING UNIT 
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TABLE XXXVIII 
YOUTH MARIJUANA USE BY FAMILY REARING UNIT 
Family Rearing Unit 
Both Parents Living 
Together 
One Natural Faren~ 
Alone 
One Natural Parent 
Remarried 
Total 
Youth 
Have Used 
150 (89, 3)* 
15 ( 8,9) 
3 ( 1. O) 
168(41,8) 
Youth Have 
Not Used 
222 (94, 9) 
7 ( 3, O) 
5 ( 2~ 1) 
2~4 (58; 2) 
*The number in parenthest;ls is the perc;:en.tage 
Total 
572(92,5) 
8 { 2., O) 
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APPENDIX G 
TABLE XXXIX 
YOUTH MARIJUANA USE BY PLACE OF 
RESIDENCE AT COLLEGE 
l 7.R 
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TABLE XXXlX 
YOUTH MARIJUANA USE BY PLACE OF RESIDENCE 
AT COLLEGE 
Residence at College 
With Parenti:;, Relatives, 
or Guardian 
In Fraternity or Sorority 
House 
In Do:i;mitory 
In Apartment With 
Roommate 
In Apartment With Husband 
or Wife 
In Apartment By Self 
Total 
Youth Youth Have 
Have Used Not Used 
3 1. 8) * 9 ( 3,9) 
31(18.3) 34(14.8) 
82 (48.5) 137 (59. 5) 
28 (16, 6) l6(7.0) 
17 (10. 1) 25(10.9) 
8 ( 4, 7) 9 ( 3. 9) 
169 (42, 4) 230 {57 I 6) 
:::( . ' . .. . . ,. ,. ., . .. 
The number in parentheses l,s the percentage. 
Total 
12 ( 3,0) 
65 (16, 3) 
219 (54.9) 
44 ( 11, O) 
42 ( 1 o. 5) 
17 ( 4. 3) 
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APPENDIX H 
TABLE XL 
YOU'l'H MARIHJANA USE BY PAT ING STATUS 
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lS 1 
TABLE XL 
YOUTH MARJJUANA USE BY DATING STATUS 
Youth Youth Have 
Dating Status Have Used Not Used Totc1,l 
Engaged 12 ( 7.8) >:i:: 27 (13. 2) 39 (10; 9) 
Dating Only One 
Person 65 (42,5) 72 (35. 3) 137 (38. 4) 
Dating Several 
People 62(40,5) 86 (42, 2) 148 (41.5) 
Not Dating 14 ( 9. 2) 19 ( 9. 3) 33 ( 9. 2) 
Total 15S (42, 9) 204 (57, 1) 357 
* . . . . . .. . . . ... 
The number in parl:lntheses is the perGentage. 
APPENDIX I 
TABLE XLI 
YOUTH AND ADULT MARIJUANA USE BY 
ORDINALITY OF BIRTH ORDER 
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TABLE XLI 
YOUTH AND ADULT MARIJUANA USE BY ORDINALITY OF BIRTH ORDER 
Birth Order 
Only Child 
Oldest Child 
Younge st Ch.iid 
Others 
Total 
Youth 
Have Used 
10 { 5. 8) 
51 (29. 7) 
54 (31. 4) 
57 {33 .. 1) 
172 (4L 8) 
Youth Have 
Not Used Total 
14 ( 5. 9) 24 ( 5 .. 9) 
76 {3 L 8) 127 {30. 9) 
74 (31.0) 128 (31. 1) 
75 {3L3) , 132 {32. l) 
239 (58. 2) 411 
* The number in parentheses is the percentage, 
Adults 
Have Used 
1 ( 7 .. 2) 
5 {35. 7) 
3{21.4_) 
5 {35. 7) 
14 { 2~ 6) 
Adults Have 
Not Used 
49 { 9. 2) 
143 (26. 8) 
146 {27. 3) 
196 {36. 7) 
534 (97. 4) 
Total 
50 ( 9. l) 
148 (27. O) 
149 (27. 2) 
20 l (36.7) 
548 
-ll3 
v) 
APPENDIX J 
TABLE XLII 
YOUTH AND ADULT MARlJUANA USE BY 
CHURCH ATTENDANCE 
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TABLE XLII 
YOUTH AND ADULT MARIJUANA USE BY CHURCH ATTENDANCE 
Church Youth Youth Have Adults Adults Have 
Attendance Have Used Not 'Used· Total Have Used Not Used Total 
"' Never 39 {22. 7)'" 19 ( 7~9) 58 (14.1) l ( 7. l) 40{ 7~5) 41 ( 7 ~ 5) 
Less Often Than 
Every Month 72(41.9) 61 {25~ 5) 133 (32~ 4) 7 (50~ 0) 134 (25. 2} 141 (25. 9) 
About Once A 
Month 33 ( 19. 2) 29 {12. 1) 62 (15. l) 2 ( 14 .• 3) 38(7.2) 40 { 7.3) 
Several Times A 
Month 9 (5. 2) 47 (19.7) 56 (13. 6) 2 {14.3) 77 (14. 5) 79 (14. 5) 
About Once A 
Week 18 {10. 5) 67 {28. 0) 85 (20. 7) 1 ( 7. 1) 184 (34. 6) 185 (33. 9) 
Several Tirr,es A 
Week 1 { • 5) 16(6.8) 17 { 4.1) 1(7.1) 58 {10. 9) 59 (10.8) 
Daily 0 ( o. 0) 0 ( 0. O) o ( o_ o) 0 ( o. 0) 1 ( • 1) 1 ( . l) 
Total 172(41.8) 239 {58. 2) 411 14 ( 2. 6) 531 (97. 4) 545 
'"' 
,,,The number in parentheses is the percentage. 
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